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ABSTRACT 
INDICATORS OF QUALITY IN NON-FORMAL ADULT EDUCATION 
AS PERCEIVED BY PARTICIPANTS, KEY VOLUNTEERS AND STAFF 
IN THE COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SYSTEM IN MASSACHUSETTS 
MAY 1989 
PATRICIA COURCHEN SACKS, B.S., UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND 
M.S., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
ED.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Directed by Professor William Lauroesch 
The problem addressed in this study was the apparent 
lack of attention in the literature given to the quality of 
non-formal adult education. Specifically, the study sought 
to develop an operational definition of quality by an 
attempt to develop a method for the identification of indi 
cators of quality in non-formal adult education. The study 
also sought the perceptions of participants, key volunteers 
and staff in one adult education program, Cooperative Exten 
sion in Massachusetts. 
Potential indicators identified by individual and group 
interviews with participants, volunteers and staff were 
assessed by a panel of three expert adult educators. One 
hundred and eighty-three participants, 63 key volunteers, 
and 89 staff responded to a mail questionnaire containing 58 
potential indicators based on the panel's recommendations. 
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Each indicator was rated on a scale ranging from five, 
indicating "extremely important," to one, indicating "not 
important." Only two indicators were rated less than three, 
"important." Means were compared for between group differ¬ 
ences by analysis of variance, with 25 of 58 indicators 
showing a significant difference. However, when the mean 
scores were used to rank the indicators, there was consider¬ 
able agreement among the three groups of respondents of 
indicators in the upper and lower quartiles. Agreement 
tended to be more apparent between pairs of groups for the 
indicators in the second and third quartiles. Six factors 
were also identified among the 58 indicators, which were 
related to Bennett's Hierarchy, an evaluation model used to 
organize the indicators. These factors were also consistent 
with those in the literature relating to quality in higher 
education. The factors were: information delivery/com¬ 
munication process; people involvement; end results, 
organizational reputation; knowledge, attitudes, skills, and 
aspirations; and personal characteristics of staff. 
Recommendations for further study were made, including 
using the indicators to evaluate adult education programs 
through a process modeled on accreditation programs in 
higher education. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Quality . . . you know what it is, yet you don't 
know what it is. But that’s self-contradictory. 
But some things are better than others, that is, 
they have more quality. But when you try to say 
what the quality is, apart from the things that 
have it, it all goes poof! There's nothing to 
talk about. But if you can't say what Quality is, 
how do you know what it is, or how do you know 
that it even exists? If no one knows what it is, 
then for all practical purposes it doesn't exist 
at all. But for all practical purposes it really 
does exist. What else are the grades based 
on? Why else would people pay fortunes for some 
things and throw others in the trash pile? 
Obviously some things are better that others . . . 
but what's the "betterness"? ... So round and 
round you go, spinning mental wheels and nowhere 
finding anyplace to get traction. What the hell 
is Quality? What is it? (Prisig, 1975. p. 178) 
Since the middle 1970s, lifelong learning has moved 
from a mere phenomenon to a major component of the American 
education system. Adult education has been the most rapidly 
growing segment in all education, increasing 17 percent 
between 1978 and 1981 (Cross and McCartan, 1984). As 
expressed by the College Entrance Examination Board (CEEB) 
(1978a), "American education has responded pragmatically, 
enthusiastically, and imaginatively to the needs of adults.” 
Formal educational institutions have not been the only 
respondents to the learning needs of adults. In 1975, Tough 
estimated that nearly 98% of all adults undertake some form 
of learning project each year. Many do so on their own. 
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Many participate in community, government, or church spon¬ 
sored learning activities. More than 21 million adults have 
been identified by the National Center for Educational 
Statistics as being in organized educational or learning 
activities associated with their jobs, their churches, 
colleges or universities, or other private or public agen¬ 
cies (Cross and McCartan, 1984). 
According to the College Entrance Examination Board 
(1978a), "This vast array of adult learning activity taking 
place at all levels of American society calls for a critical 
and constructive analysis" (p. 11). Accordingly, the Col¬ 
lege Board proposed a research agenda that included a strong 
emphasis on issues of quality and why learners participate. 
The College Board conceptualized the relationship of 
learners (L) , providers (P) , and society (S) as the triangle 
shown below: 
S 
Characteristic of the inter-relationship of all three 
points of the triangle are issues of quality, including 
quality control by providers, why adults participate, and 
societal expectations for learning. Adults participate, 
perhaps, based on what they perceive as a quality program; 
providers attempt to offer a quality program based on w 
they perceive the learner expects. Societal values and 
2 
attitudes influence the way in which both learners and 
providers conceptualize and make decisions about quality. 
The issue of quality is not a new one to education. 
The work of accreditation agencies, studies by national 
educational organizations, national conferences, and gradu¬ 
ate dissertations are among the tangible evidence of the 
continuing concern and discussion over quality in education 
in the United States. However, this researcher has found 
little evidence of organized attention directed to the issue 
of quality in non-formal adult education. 
In addition, in the current era of accountability for 
both public and private education programs, it is necessary 
for providers of non-formal education to be able to make 
statements about the quality of their programs in terms or 
language that iecision makers or funders share. With the 
growth of non-formal adult education programs and activi¬ 
ties, it is necessary for learners to be able to distinguish 
quality programs from those that do not meet their stan 
dards. Providers must be able to highlight those aspects of 
their programs that signify quality to potential learners. 
Statement of Problem 
The ability to maintain quality in education, as well 
as how to measure, certify, and promote it are long-standing 
concerns of both educators and the public. However, adult 
education apparently has not been subject to the same amount 
of scrutiny as have been secondary and higher education. 
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The lack of attention in the literature to quality is a 
problem in itself, as it leads to the question: can the 
dimensions, characteristics, or indicators of quality in 
non-formal adult education be identified? If so, how? A 
related problem is the apparent lack of a standard method 
for identification of quality or quality indicators in adult 
education. 
The Purpose of the Study 
The major purpose of this study has been to develop an 
operational definition of quality as it pertains to non- 
formal adult education. Further, several related purposes 
have been addressed in this research. First was the need to 
develop and test a method for identification of quality 
indicators in adult education. A second purpose was the 
identification of quality indicators as perceived by 
participants or users, key volunteers, and staff in a 
specific adult education program—Cooperative Extension in 
Massachusetts. The third purpose of the study was to ascer¬ 
tain the degree to which the participants, key volunteers, 
and staff agreed or disagreed on the indicators. 
Specific Questions Addressed in the—Stud_y 
Because of the typical short-term nature of non-formal 
adult education activities and its lack of credits and 
degrees, the ordinary quality controls by which institu 
have assessed more traditional programs often simply do not 
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apply. The literature includes a number of questions about 
quality in conventional programs that, with a slight change 
of wording, become questions appropriate to ask about 
quality in non-formal adult education. For example, the 
statement "What are the processes that lead highly able 
[undergraduate] students to prefer the same set of insti¬ 
tutions year after year?" (Astin and Solomon, 1979. p. 50) 
could be modified to "What are the processes that lead 
highly motivated adults to prefer the same set of learning 
opportunities year after year?" 
In a discussion of indicators of quality, Holton in La 
Follette (1982) asks, "How do different constituencies— 
scientists and engineers, the public, bureaucrats and 
foundation administrators, industry, the Congress assess 
quality of science, and what measures would be most useful 
to these groups?" The comparison between groups is also 
addressed in the question, "To what extent is institutional 
quality, as perceived by the student applicant, consistent 
with more objective measures of quality and with evaluations 
by enrolled students and faculty members?" (Astin and 
Solomon, 1979, p. 48). These questions are similar to those 
studied in this project. 
The following questions were addressed in this 
research: 
1. How can indicators of quality in non-formal adult 
education be identified or developed? Can a method be 
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developed that is not overly complicated, with the potential 
for use by other adult educators? 
2. What are indicators of quality in non-formal adult 
education as perceived by participants, staff and key volun¬ 
teers in an adult education program? 
3. To what extent do participants, staff, and key 
volunteers agree or disagree on indicators of quality for an 
adult education program? 
Assumptions of the Study 
Analysis of the concept of quality has its roots in 
many cultures, particularly those of the ancient Greeks and 
the oriental philosophers. It was not the purpose of this 
research to attempt a philosophical or conceptual definition 
of quality, nor to attempt to review the various concepts of 
quality in any detail. This study makes the assumption that 
quality is "an attribute of value," (Carter, 1966 in 
Stauffer, 1981) and that it is usually an individual, sub¬ 
jective assessment. 
Within this research, primary emphasis was given to 
identifying what three groups of individuals perceived 
quality to be in a shared environment, i.e., the Cooperative 
Extension System in Massachusetts, an adult education pro¬ 
gram in which members of these groups functioned either as 
participants, staff, or key volunteers. 
It was assumed that the concept of indicators was 
valid. It was also assumed that a list of indicators could 
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be identified, developed, or generated. Further, it was 
assumed that several groups of people, namely participants 
drawn from a systematic sample in a public adult education 
program, the staff who conducted the program, and the citi¬ 
zen volunteers who guided the program, could articulate and 
assess their concept(s) or indicators of quality. 
It was further assumed that the limits placed on the 
population sample would not adversely affect the outcomes of 
the study. 
Delimitations of the Study 
This study was limited to one non-formal adult educa¬ 
tion organization. Cooperative Extension, and is not meant 
to be necessarily representative of the other adult educa¬ 
tion programs. This study was also limited to perception of 
the importance of quality indicators, and did not attempt to 
measure or rate the quality of a specific adult education 
program. 
Definitions of Terms 
Certain terms, which were used frequently in this 
study, were defined as follows: 
Participants were defined as learners who voluntarily 
engage in an organized non-formal adult education program. 
Users is a term used interchangeably with participants. 
Staff included that group of individuals who organize, 
teach, or otherwise conduct a non-formal adult education 
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program. Key Volunteer is a collective term that encom¬ 
passed individuals who function as members of formal 
advisory groups, who provide guidance and direction for the 
major decisions about the program, personnel, and fiscal 
matters of a non-formal adult education program. 
Indicator is a concept drawn from economics, public 
policy, and most recently, evaluation research. Indicator 
may be defined in relation to goals. Goals are statements 
of what we'd like to have happen; indicators are statements 
of what it (the goal) looks like when it, or part of it, 
happens (White, 1975). For instance, housing status, and 
mortality rates are two common indicators of the quality of 
life. In education, test scores and percentages of 
graduates who go on to college frequently are cited as 
indicators of the quality of education, although just as 
frequently their reliability and validity as indicators are 
debated. 
Adult education, as used in this study, refers to 
organized non-credit learning activities in which adults 
voluntarily participate. Cooperative Extension refers to a 
cooperative effort of the United States Department of 
Agriculture, the state land grant university, and local 
government, whose mission is the application of research- 
based knowledge to problems of agriculture, families, youth 
and communities through adult learning activities. 
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The Significance of the Study 
The results of this study have significance to future 
research on quality in adult education, particularly as a 
starting point for further development of indicators of 
quality. More importantly, with some evidence of what 
quality means, comparison of adult education programs at 
different points in time, and eventually, to each other, 
becomes more feasible. The development of standards to 
which adult education programs can be compared also becomes 
possible. Such comparisons will add to the knowledge base 
of adult education, and may serve to increase the credi¬ 
bility of non-formal adult education. 
Other possible significant outcomes include a better 
understanding of the both unique aspects and the common¬ 
alities of myriad adult education programs, if quality 
indicators can be developed and assessed across programs. 
Increased and more consistent use of quality indicators in 
program evaluation will result in program improvement, as 
well as more program accountability. 
Additionally, this research may have benefit in the 
performance appraisal process, as staff will be able to 
compare their performance against the expectations of par¬ 
ticipants and key volunteers. Finally, marketing of adult 
education programs could more closely use the language or 
expectations of potential participants or users, and at the 
same time have a method to continually assess those expec- 
tations. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
This chapter has as its objective a review of the 
literature pertinent to indicators of quality in adult 
education. However, in order to develop a background 
against which issues relating to quality in adult education 
can be examined, review of several distinct, but related, 
topics is warranted. 
First, the concept of indicator, including history, 
definitions, development, and applications is explored to 
set the stage for the study’s methodology. Second, indi¬ 
cators of quality as used in higher education are examined 
for the purpose of their adaptation or modification to more 
specific indicators for adult education. 
Further, the limited literature specific to quality in 
adult education is reviewed. This is followed by a critique 
of three studies germane to quality in one form of adult 
education, i.e., Cooperative Extension. 
The Concept of Indicators 
The term 'indicator' is found not only in textbooks, 
and academic journals on sociology, education, planning, and 
evaluation, but in the daily newspaper, in weekly news 
magazines, and other mass media. "Leading economic indica¬ 
tors" are perhaps the most well known, but indicators of 
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reading level, crime, health, and other societal conditions 
are quite common. Just what is an indicator, how is one 
developed, and to what uses are indicators put? In an 
effort to answer these questions, this section traces the 
historical development of the concept of indicator and 
reviews the current definitions. Applications of indicators 
are discussed, and issues and concerns relating to the 
development and use of indicators are noted leading finally 
to suggestions for identifying or developing indicators. 
An Historical Perspective of Indicators 
Western civilization, according to Gross (in Bauer, 
1966), has a long history and tradition of information 
gathering. In the introduction to Bauer's book in 1966, 
which, according to many, launched the contemporary social 
indicator movement, Gross gave his view of the beginning of 
this information gathering process. He suggested that the 
Bible records the first use of social measurements, or 
indicators, in the story of Joseph's forecast of seven fat 
and seven lean years based on an interpretation of Pharaoh's 
dream. This led to a careful measurement of all the lands 
in Egypt, so that one-fifth of the grain produced could be 
stored for future use. Gross also mentioned that after the 
Hebrews left Egypt, Moses was instructed by God to take the 
first recorded census. Later, in the New Testament, Mary 
and Joseph went to Bethlehem for what was a census. 
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During the Middle Ages, according to Gross, the Latin 
phrase, 'ratio status' was used to refer to the factual 
study of government and politics. This term was the precur¬ 
sor of our word 'statistic,' which was first used in Germany 
in the 1770s, reflecting the endless process of collecting 
information on the 'states of nations.' 
Gross cited the comment of French statistician Moreau 
de Jonnes, who said about the new American Constitution, 
"without parallel in all history," because it contained a 
provision for a decennial census. Presidents Jefferson and 
Madison had this incorporated into legislation. Not only 
did the Constitution focus on the production or collection 
of statistics, but it directed their distribution as well 
through the medium of what is now known as the President's 
State of the Union address to Congress. 
While most of the information gathered was economic, de 
Neufville (1975) stated that by the 1820s the United States 
began to gather information that was more social in nature, 
primarily due to the inclusion of immigration statistics in 
the census. In 1850, the U.S. census involved "inquiries 
about schools, libraries and newspapers, as well as on 
religion, criminals, paupers and wages. It not only asked 
new questions of individuals about marriage and literacy, 
but also called for a compilation of social data from poli¬ 
tical subdivisions,” (de Neufville, pp. 11-12). Collecting 
statistics became an established government responsibility. 
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Several writers (Clewett and Olsen, 1974; Hamburger, 
1974; Henderson, 1974) noted that the start of modern 
history of social indicators began with the 1933 publication 
of Recent Social Trends, the report of the President's 
Research Committee on Social Trends, appointed by President 
Hoover in 1929. This was the first attempt by the country 
to organize a comprehensive quantitative picture of itself 
and its changes. de Neufville suggests that the report was 
a predictable response to the radical changes that had 
occurred just prior to and immediately after World War I: 
in a time of rapid change, specific problems and answers are 
not always obvious, so a survey is made of everything in the 
hope that the problems will come into focus. 
Although the report had little impact, the interest in 
social indicators did not die. The report Goals for Ameri¬ 
cans , commissioned by President Eisenhower in 1960, proposed 
national and international goals. At the beginning of the 
Kennedy administration, the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare (HEW) initiated the annual Trends and the 
monthly HEW Indicators. Concurrently, the emphasis on 
accountability—the relationship of costs of inputs to 
outputs of service—for social programs renewed interest in 
social indicators. 
The landmark work that is often credited with launching 
the social indicator movement is Raymond Bauer's Social 
indicators, published in 1966. In 1962, the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) became concerned 
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with assessing the possible social effects of the space 
exploration program. Carried out by the American Academy of 
Arts and Science, the project had as its purpose to deter¬ 
mine the nature and magnitude of the 'second-order' 
consequences of the technological advances resulting from 
the American space effort. However, those involved in the 
project soon realized that the socially oriented consequen¬ 
ces were considerable and often unexpected; yet the data, a 
systematic analytical framework, and appropriate methodology 
were not readily available. 
In view of this, some project members turned their 
attention to how best to approach the problem of monitoring 
changes in the combined economic, social, socio-political, 
and technological aspects of society. The result, which 
called for a system of social accounting and the immediate 
need for indicators beyond economic, was presented as 
Bauer's book. The various writers argued that indicators 
are necessary if we are to succeed in improving the process 
of decision making. Also published in 1966 was a report by 
the National Commission on Technology, Automation and Econo 
mic Progress, which noted the lack of a system of charting 
social progress, and called for a system of social accounts 
In 1969, HEW published Toward A Social Report, which con¬ 
tained an array of measures that would aid in monitoring 
progress or its lack, in reaching social goals. 
In 1974, the Office of Management and the Budget 
published indicators 1973. By this time, more than 
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1,000 articles and books representing virtually every field 
of social science had been published on the topic of social 
indicators, according to de Neufville (1974, p. 42). And in 
the decade since, indicators have continued to command 
attention. For example, the National Academy of Political 
and Social Science published America in the Seventies: 
Some Social Indicators in 1978, and America Enters the 
Eighties: Some Social Indicators, in 1981. And in 1980, 
the government published Social Indicators III, continuing 
the project started in 1973. 
It is clear that social indicators have gone beyond a 
movement. However, as will become apparent in the dis¬ 
cussion of definitions and uses, one reason for the 
proliferation of articles is the diversity of opinion on 
the subject. 
Definitions 
The social indicator movement, in cutting across many 
academic fields, has produced multiple definitions. The 
following definitions show both similarities in concept and 
differences. Many participants in the movement refuse to 
continue the debate over definition, preferring to focus on 
developing and using indicators. 
In 1966, the acknowledged grandfather of the movement, 
Raymond Bauer stated, "For many of the important topics on 
which social critics blithely pass judgment, and on which 
policies are made, there are no yardsticks by which to know 
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if things are getting better or worse" (p. 20) . That state¬ 
ment perhaps implies the most clear definition: indicators 
are a measurement tool to use in determining if things are 
getting better or worse. 
White (1975) related goals and objectives to indicators 
in his definition that states that goals are statements of 
what we'd like to have happen. Indicators are statements of 
what it looks like when it, or part of it, happens. Objec¬ 
tives are the steps taken to reach the goal. 
Fox (1974) answered the question, "what are social 
indicators" by citing a definition from the Social Science 
Research Council: "... statistical time series that 
measure significant changes in society. The social indica¬ 
tor expresses something about the composition, structure or 
functioning of . . . society and expresses it in quantita¬ 
tive terms that can be compared with similar measures in the 
past or future" (p. 4). 
Biderman (in Bauer, 1966, p. 69) suggested that social 
indicators are quantitative data that serve as indexes to 
socially important conditions of society. Johnson (in 
Taeuber, 1981, p. 238) described indicators as "filtering 
devices which aid our comprehension of the broad signifi¬ 
cance of changing social conditions and trends." 
Olsen (in Finsterbush and Wolf, 1981, p. 47) agreed in 
general with the ideas expressed in the preceding defini- 
tions, but went further to state that the tern, social is 
used in "a generic sense to include all realms of human 
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affairs—demographic, economic, organizational, political, 
and cultural." It is interesting to note the inclusion of 
economic as a component of social. Many writers have 
suggested that the social indicators resulted from dis¬ 
satisfaction with the inability of economic indicators to 
reflect societal changes adequately. 
The purpose of social indicators is to measure the 
performance of society in meeting social needs, according to 
Hamburger (1974, p. 3). She went on to suggest that there 
need not be a significant correlation between tangible 
economic progress, and the less tangible, subjective feeling 
of satisfaction with what is called the quality of life. 
Several writers (Henderson, 1974; de Neufville, 1975; 
and Fischer, 1980) have described indicators in relation to 
four concepts. First, social indicators are a collection of 
social statistics that do not fit into a theoretical frame 
work. In other words, they are gathered and presented 
without a specific purpose in mind, although such statistics 
may be later used for a defined objective. The second 
category, social accounting, was initially proposed as an 
outcome of the NASA project (Bauer, 1966) and assumed that 
the impact of particular policy and program actions, and the 
combined effect of these actions can be determined. 
A third category, subsystem variable measures, consi¬ 
dered social indicators as both input and output indicators. 
There are goal output indicators, which describe in a 
summary view the levels of and changes in, output. Dis- 
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tribution output indicators show how and where output is 
distributed. The fourth category of definitions of social 
indicators concerns what is known as quality of life indi¬ 
cators. These are defined as the subjective or qualitative 
perceptions of a situation. 
Johnson (in Taeuber, 1981, p. 242) distinguished five 
types of indicators: 
1. Informational indicators describe objective 
conditions, subjective perceptions of condi¬ 
tions or reactions to such conditions. 
2. Predictive indicators are measures that 
delineate plausible futures or outcomes if 
trends were to continue undisturbed or if 
alternative conditions were to develop based 
on a model. 
3. Problem-oriented indicators are measures 
designed to identify the location, type and 
severity of particular problems. 
4. Program-evaluation indicators monitor the 
progress of programs and gauge their effec¬ 
tiveness and efficiency in meeting specified 
policy objectives. 
5. Target-delineators serve to identify geogra¬ 
phic areas or population groups that need 
remedial measures, toward which policy action 
might be directed. 
Andrews (1980) stated that indicators are a form of 
secondary, non-attitudinal statistical data used to develop 
insights about the behavior or well being of individuals and 
communities. Marshak (in Clewett and Olson, 1974) stated 
that a social indicator is a describable trait, characteris¬ 
tic or attitude which is either applicable to a substantial 
segment of the population or has shown evidence of recent 
change in magnitude or intensity. 
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In limiting the geographic scope of an indicator, the 
Community Activity Indicators Project (CAIP) of the Lyndon 
B. Johnson School of Public Affairs (University of Texas, 
1974) defined the term community indicator as: a quantita¬ 
tive measure which allows inferences to be made about the 
status of a community condition and facilitates the measure¬ 
ment of change in that condition over time. 
In summary, most definitions contain or imply concepts 
of social goals, measurement, change, time series, perfor¬ 
mance, and quantitative factors. There is less agreement 
about the concepts of objective or subjective dimensions of 
indicators as well as the use of qualitative measurement, 
which becomes quite evident when uses of indicators are 
discussed. 
Generic Uses and Applications of Indicators 
There are as many actual and proposed uses of indica¬ 
tors as there are definitions. This section first presents 
an overview of uses described in the literature in a generic 
perspective, that is, the uses described can be applied in a 
number of academic fields. Second, several specific appli¬ 
cations of indicators in such fields as health, education, 
and community development are noted. 
Indicators can be considered in several ways not unre¬ 
lated to the generic/specific framework noted above. First, 
as conceptual, that is, influencing thinking about an issue 
without putting the information to any specific use; second, 
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as instrumental, that is, specific ways in which the indica¬ 
tor was/is used for decision-making or problem-solving 
purposes . 
One early proposed use of indicators, which was noted 
in the review of the history and definitions of indicators, 
is the concept of social accounting. Gross (in Bauer, 1966) 
outlined the complexities of developing a concurrent system 
to the economic accounting system (Gross National Product or 
GNP) which is the primary measure by which the 'state of a 
nation,' specifically the economic status of the country, is 
judged. Gross suggested a model to evaluate the state of a 
social system at the national and international level which 
broadened economic indicators to a set of social indicators. 
Two key elements of his model were system structure and 
system performance. The first is the relationship of the 
systems' parts to each other; the latter, how inputs are 
acquired and used to produce outputs. National goals and 
values, as well as levels of the subsystems involved, need 
to be specified. Operationalizing such a social accounting 
system is difficult. Describing the inputs and outputs of 
social programs rests on identification of a common 
denominator, for example, health and education. Correctly 
interpreting the inter-relationships and interactions 
between and among variables and indicators, and finding a 
descriptive or causal model in which the variables work are 
also necessary (Fox, 1974; de Neufville, 1975). Gross 
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stated in 1966 that the "maturation of social accounting 
concepts will take many decades" (Bauer, p. 271). 
Although social accounting has not yet achieved equal 
status to the GNP, many of the concepts in this approach 
have been adapted and applied at less complex levels. While 
the success of these applications may be debated, the con¬ 
tinued employment of indicators suggests that they are a 
useful way of thinking. 
Most of the following generic uses of indicators come 
under the general concept of planning. While this may be 
too broad a categorization of uses, it does separate indi¬ 
cators into two areas: before an innovation, action, or 
policy is implemented or a change occurs; and after such 
events take place. It is only one way of thinking about the 
diverse applications of indicators. 
One generic use of indicators is for needs assessment. 
Indicators are generally thought of as measuring the actual 
or approximate extent of a social condition. For example, 
the number of arrests, the number of convictions, the number 
of criminal acts would measure the amount of crime. 
Although as we shall see later, such measures have limita¬ 
tions, such descriptive social statistics are generally 
available at various levels for communities and other geo¬ 
graphic units. Little interaction with client groups is 
necessary, although this too may also be a limitation. 
The target delineators described by Johnston (Taeuber, 
1981) are an example of indicators used for needs assess- 
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merit. They identify geographic areas or population groups 
toward which policy actions might be directed, often 
reflecting a need. Franklin and Thrasher (1976) note that 
indicators have often been used in needs assessment, using a 
wide range of readily available statistics. 
Meehan (in Fischer, 1975) states that functions of 
social indicators include: (1) providing a way of keeping 
track of social changes and assessing their effects; 
(2) focusing attention on salient social problems; and 
(3) providing an early warning system for social upheaval. 
These functions may be considered needs assessment. 
Another generic use of indicators is to predict or 
assess social impact. Although the Environmental Impact 
Statement is more widely known, the social impact statement 
is of equal importance. As the history of indicators esta¬ 
blished, NASA was interested in the impact of the space 
program on the social conditions of the country. Both 
government agencies, and private corporations developed such 
statements, using social indicators as an integral part of 
the analysis. 
According to Olsen and Merwin (1976), social impacts 
refer to all changes in the structure and functioning of 
patterned social ordering that occur in conjunction with an 
environmental, technological, or social innovation or 
alteration. They noted that a social impact is a dynamic 
process, interacting with its original causes. Pragmati¬ 
cally, it uses a wide variety of standardized quality of 
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social life indicators that are measured with objective 
data, weighted according to subjective value judgments, and 
combined into factor indexes. Olsen and Merwin further 
divided social impact efforts into social impact research, 
which assesses existing programs, and social impact fore¬ 
casts, which consider planned programs or policies. 
Finsterbusch (1981) stated that the primary goal of 
social impact assessment is to facilitate decision-making by 
calculating the full range of costs and benefits of proposed 
alternative courses of action. 
A related use of the social impact process is the 
family impact statement, which looks at a specific segment 
of society. According to Kammerman (1976), an impact is the 
outcome or significance of specific actions. She pointed 
out that impacts may be direct or indirect, intended or 
unintended, positive or negative, or a combination. 
Kammerman went on to define a family impact statement as a 
report prepared by an organization or individual(s) review¬ 
ing and analyzing a proposed law, policy, regulation or 
project with a view to assessing its potential effects on 
all families or on certain categories of families. 
Kammerman stated that social indicators must be involved in 
the development of family impact statements, and suggests 
that social indicators is a field that is destined to grow 
and become even more significant in the development of 
family policy than it is today. 
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Related to social impacts is the use of indicators for 
policy formation (de Neufville, 1975; Johnston, 1979; 
Finsterbusch, 1981, etc.). According to Johnston, before 
decisions can be reached in regard to particular social 
issues, before programs can be planned and implemented, 
information relating to "where we stand and where we are 
going" must be gathered and analyzed (p. 3). 
de Neufville noted that high quality, publicly accept¬ 
able indicators are particularly critical to a controlled 
social or economics system. Decision makers have to decide, 
not for themselves, but for the collective body, and indica¬ 
tors provide a way to gain perspective. According to de 
Neufville, indicators have been used with varying degrees of 
success in policy formation. The unemployment rate is cited 
as a successful indicator, the standardized family budget as 
an indicator without grounding in a theory, and the crime 
rate as an inadequate indicator. Despite these concerns, 
indicators for public policy will become more important, 
according to de Neufville, as the public demands more 
accounting for public money spent, and policies of govern¬ 
ments become more complex. 
Another use of indicators is also a version of 
planning, known as forecasting. Lewis (1978) wrote that 
long-range plans need to be guided by forecasts of the 
future. Social trends, based on indicators, should guide 
policy makers in making the day-by-day decisions, that, 
according to Lewis, have influence over the future. Lewis 
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suggested four approaches to synthesizing and generalizing 
information on the impact of social trends on education: 
writing scenarios, constructing cross-impact matrices; 
extrapolating trend lines, and relating trends to issues. 
Of these, scenarios are possibly the easiest to use in 
a non-formal setting. According to Lewis, an exploratory 
scenario portrays a probable future based on a continuation 
of existing trends modified by probable events. A good 
scenario requires a synthesis of knowledge regarding trends 
and possible impacting events. In addition, the scenario 
needs an overlay of values to be achieved in the future and 
a dash of creative imagination. A normative scenario por¬ 
trays a possible alternative future that may be achieved 
through planning and deliberate actions. 
For scenarios within scenarios, one can turn to the 
creative imagination that results in the genre known as 
science fiction. A number of books use views of the future, 
based on societal trends to deliberately plan strategies to 
attempt alternate futures closer to their values. The best 
known of these is probably the Foundation Trilogy by Asimov 
(1951) , in which a psychohistorian sees in a variety of 
events and trends the patterns of emerging societal decline 
and sets out to save all knowledge in order to shorten a 
coming dark millennium. A similar scenario is the basis for 
The Phoenix Legacy, (Wren, 1981) in which scientists, using 
a number of indicators, and sophisticated computer models, 
also forecast a dark age, and take steps to avoid it. 
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Not only do social scientists develop forecasts using 
^■^-"®tids in society, but business and industry does as well 
In the past decade, with its frequent shifts in attitudes 
and behaviors, the marketing establishment has devoted 
resources to social forecasting, particularly social indi¬ 
cators. The American Management Association has published 
several books on social indicators (Clewett and Olsen, 1974; 
Hamburger, 1974). Lazer (1980) pooled the expertise of a 
sociologist, an econometrician, an economic demographer, and 
a political scientist to look at the next 20 years. The 
results, which focused on emerging lifestyle developments, 
and implications for future marketing opportunities, used 
indicators as a tool. 
Since the appearance of social indicators as a formal 
measurement tool, they have been applied to assessing what 
is termed quality of life. In general, quality of life 
means what people think is important to their lives. 
According to Katzner, (1979) quality of life may be useful 
in explaining and predicting social, political, and economic 
phenomena. And thus, the development of government policies 
to improve the quality of life becomes a distinct 
possibility. 
The use of indicators in measuring and describing the 
quality of life ranges from existing social statistics, 
which are objective (employment rate, years of schooling, et 
ai.) to subjective measures, based on individuals responses 
to questions about their perceptions of the quality of their 
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life. The differences between objective and subjective 
measures or indicators of quality of life have sparked much 
debate. For example, Coleman (1975) noted that quality of 
life was rated higher by the people who lived in a certain 
geographic area, than by more objective measures such as 
income, employment and education, used by outsiders. 
However, between two groups of people in the same area 
(knowledgeable--such as agency staff, and householders) 
there were more similarities than differences, suggesting 
that a quick survey of knowledgeable people in a county may 
serve as a substitute for a more detailed household survey. 
Coleman concluded that subjective indicators have some 
validity and usefulness. 
Quality of life indicators have been developed for the 
components that are thought to make up quality of life, such 
as education, employment, health, and cultural life, to name 
a few. Such indicators have been applied on a micro scale, 
either by looking at parts of a component, such as satisfac¬ 
tion with married life (Marans, 1980), or by studying a 
small geographic area (Marshal, 1977). Michalos' three- 
volume North American Social Report (1981), a ten-year 
comparison of the quality of life in Canada and the United 
States, is an example of the macro approach. 
Quality of life indicators may be used either for 
planning, or for evaluation of the changes as a result of a 
social intervention, such as a social welfare project. 
Despite the earlier division of indicators into 'before and 
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after' categories, occasionally they may be used in both 
situations. 
One of the major arguments in the social indicator 
movement is waged over the use of indicators in program 
evaluation. According to Rossi and Gilmorten (1978) the 
mere accumulation of time series data on selected indicators 
provides little more than descriptive data concerning socie¬ 
tal conditions and does not permit separation of the effects 
of public policies and programs from the impact of social 
processes, such as migration, urbanization, and industrial¬ 
ization . 
Steele (1977) noted that scientifically produced data 
are a valuable input in evaluation, but seldom stand alone 
from it. Often, the focus is on the data gathering rather 
than on data use. However, both Steele (1977), and Scriven 
(1980) included indicators in overviews of evaluation 
approaches. Steele listed Social Indicators in the category 
of 'Results—Evaluation of Outcomes and Effects,' although 
she also noted that "those programs dealing with visible 
entities that are recorded in public data can use those 
indexes to plan and evaluate programs" (p. 210) . 
Scriven (1980) defined an indicator (in evaluation) as 
a "factor, variable, or observation that is empirically or 
definitionally connected with a criterion (p. 68). For 
example, a judgment by students that a course has been valu¬ 
able is an indicator of that value. He went on to say that 
constructed indicators are variables designed to reflect the 
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health of the economy (a social indicator) or the effective¬ 
ness of a program. Weiss (1972) pointed out that indicators 
are operational criteria of program success, and are the 
dependent variable of the study. She stressed that an eval¬ 
uator has to find out the program's goals, translate them 
into measurable indicators of goal achievement and collect 
data on the indicators. 
Program evaluation is one of several purposes indica¬ 
tors play, according to Johnston (1979). Yet Franklin and 
Thrasher (1976) believed that social indicators are a pro¬ 
mising, yet unrealized area of evaluation, citing difficulty 
in matching indicators used in needs assessment (the before) 
with the indicators used in evaluation (the after). Miller 
(1977) agreed with this concern in her discussion of indica¬ 
tors in the evaluation of education. She noted that the 
difficulty of showing the relationship of the program inputs 
to some desirable behavior. For example, teacher perfor¬ 
mance and per pupil expenditure may be related to student 
performance, but it is difficult to exclude other variables, 
such as home and community influences. Indicators can be 
used to describe changes, but not account for them. 
Thus, the use of indicators for evaluation, like social 
accounting, is a developing model, with a number of concerns 
to be overcome before it can be applied reliably. This does 
not however, preclude the use of the concept of indicator to 
think about outcomes of programs. 
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The social indicator movement may be divided into two 
periods of time: first, from the mid-sixties to the early 
seventies, when discussion of indicators focused on develop¬ 
ing definitions, theories, and models, with limited effort 
at actually applying indicators; second, from the mid-seven¬ 
ties to the present, wherein indicators have been applied 
(not always successfully) to a wide variety of situations. 
Selected Fields of Application 
The following are examples of the development and use 
of indicators in several selected fields. 
Business. In the corporate world, social indicators 
have the following benefits, according to Kelley (in Clewett 
and Olson, 1974): 
the development of a social accomplishment 
corporate balance sheet; 
identification of areas or problems requiring 
corporate confrontation and correction for 
social accomplishment purposes and guidance 
in setting priorities; 
development of benchmarks of corporate con¬ 
tributions to social progress over time; 
identification of purchase motivations and 
behavior, so as to develop products and 
appeals appropriate for various socio-market 
segments; 
identification of new social requirements and 
future markets; 
- provision of a scale of achievement against 
which to measure management and the corpora¬ 
tion . 
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Thus, in business, indicators serve a wide range of 
functions from assessment to evaluation. 
Community Development. The Lyndon B. Johnson School of 
Public Affairs (University of Texas, 1974) through a special 
Community Analysis Research Project, initiated a related 
effort, the Community Activity Indicators Project (CAIP) 
CAIP was designed to create community indicator systems in a 
number of Southwest cities in an effort to provide city key 
volunteers, with sound, quantitative information about their 
cities. CAIP initially identified uses for indicators into 
four general classifications: (1) information applications; 
(2) planning applications; (3) decision-making applications; 
and (4) research applications. 
Specifically, the following information applications 
were recommended: as a means to disseminate information to 
the public at large, as a training tool for new city person¬ 
nel, as a city management information system, as a city 
council information tool. 
Recommended uses related to planning included indi¬ 
cators as a means to identify problems. CAIP did not 
recommend indicators as a means to problem analysis or pro¬ 
gram development, because indicators can neither point to 
practical solutions nor determine what resources are needed 
to overcome problems; moreover, indicators lack the capacity 
to establish casual relationships. 
As for decision-making, CAIP recommended that indica¬ 
tors could be used as a guide for prioritizing and as an aid 
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in determining the proper allocation of resources among geo¬ 
graphic units in a city, but not as a primary tool in making 
budgetary decisions. CAIP did not recommend indicators as a 
tool in program evaluation, citing the fact that indicators 
cannot determine whether a change in the magnitude of a 
problem is due to the influence of a specific program 
designed to eliminate the problem. CAIP also suggested that 
cities could use indicators as an aid in providing baseline 
data for use in establishing long-term city goals and as a 
tool for monitoring progress toward those goals. 
Health. Health statistics have long been used to 
reflect the overall conditions of the population in relation 
to certain diseases, as well as to compare segments of the 
population (age, geographic location, et al. ) . However, as 
with other social indicators, there is question about exact¬ 
ly which dimension of health is best measured by which 
indicator. Infant mortality does not accurately reflect the 
overall health status of a population, yet it is a frequent¬ 
ly cited health indicator. The State of Massachusetts 
(Kovar, 1980) attempted to present more appropriate cate¬ 
gories of health indicators in an effort to reduce this 
concern. The report identified health status indicators in 
four categories that may more accurately reflect the situa¬ 
tion. These are: (1) life-style indicators; (2) biological 
factors; (3) environmental factors; and (4) the health care 
system. These indicators describe what is and may be help 
ful in needs assessment, forecasting, and policy formation. 
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Environment. The U.S. Army Institute for Water 
Resources (1977) contracted a study of social indicators 
that could be used to assess the impact of government public 
works projects, such as the construction of dams on the 
environment. The project identified over 700 variables used 
by five U.S. Cabinet level departments. These were consoli- 
dated to reduce duplication, and specific indicators for 
each variable were developed, along with sources and time to 
collect the indicators. This model was applied to a 
specific dam building project to illustrate the process. 
Although the model does not make judgments, it presents 
factual information in an organized manner, which will aid 
in objective decision-making in terms of environmental 
impact. 
Adult Education. Cooperative Extension, University of 
Michigan (1979) conducted a special project in cooperation 
with the U.S. Department of Agriculture to study the "Indi¬ 
cators and Levels of Change in Consumer Competence" which 
resulted from several educational delivery modes. The 
project built upon the use of program result indicators 
developed by Elliott (1977). The concept of indicator 
proved satisfactory in the design of the study, establishing 
practice change among participants, even though four 
different programs were evaluated. The authors noted that 
without a standard to which to compare results, meaningful 
interpretation of the data is difficult. However, the 
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result indicator format offers a more precise measurement 
than previous evaluation efforts. 
Youth Education. In another Cooperative Extension 
project, A Statement of National 4-H Goals (1982) was devel¬ 
oped as a model to facilitate 4-H evaluation. For each of 
ten goals, one or more educational objectives were developed 
along with an example of a specific indicator of success. 
The indicators were presented as measurable behavioral 
objectives, such as "_ percent of youth, who after six 
lessons, will be able to analyze the nutritional value of 
their school lunch." The related goal was "acquire 
subject-matter skills," and the objective was "demonstrate 
skills in selection, preparation and/or construction of food 
and fiber products." 
Science. In 1979-80, the National Science Foundation 
and the National Endowment for the Humanities supported a 
series of faculty seminars conducted under the auspices of 
the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and Harvard 
University to 
explore what old and new operational meanings 
might be associated with the concept of "quality", 
when applied either to the state of science and 
technology or to the impacts these have on human 
life. Can indicators be developed, and if so how, 
which are sensitive to the various contexts of 
science—conceptual, ethical, social and histor 
ical? (Holton, 1982, p. vii). 
According to Holton, science indicators have received 
serious attention only in the past decade, and that effort 
focused on quantitative indicators. Despite concern over 
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quality in science, little effort has been directed to 
assessing it. According to Brooks (in Holton, 1982), indi¬ 
cators in science should measure the state of science and be 
translated into indices of welfare for society as a whole. 
Among the seminar presenters (and an indicator of the 
resources brought to bear on the issue) were Sissela Bok, 
noted author on ethics; three U.S. Congressional Represen¬ 
tatives and one Senator; Daniel Yankelovich; the editor of 
'Daedalus'; the Vice President and Chief Scientist, IBM, who 
also chairs the U.S. National Science Board; and the presi¬ 
dent of the Social Science Research Council, along with a 
number of distinguished faculty. 
The seminars looked at indicators of quality in science 
from industry, government, and public perspectives, as well 
as from the internal view of scientists. No conclusions 
were reached as a result of the seminars, other than the 
conviction that serious consideration must be given to "the 
social functions of the scientific enterprise and to con¬ 
structing a more effective decision-making partnership 
between the public and the scientific community." 
The preceding examples demonstrate that indicators have 
progressed from a movement to actual use. While there is 
still debate over the appropriateness of that use, indica¬ 
tors have found acceptance at least as a starting point for 
thinking about a great many social issues. 
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Concerns and Limitations 
As with any social science methodology, social indi¬ 
cators have limitations in actual use. Some are of the 
common sense variety; others are evident only to those well 
versed in complex statistical concepts. Some of the more 
frequently mentioned limitations are described below. 
The collection of the data needed to develop or support 
indicators may have limitations of availability, and 
accuracy. Desirable or even crucial data may be unavailable 
or not in a usable form. It may never have been collected, 
or an agency may be unwilling to release it. Right-to-pri- 
vacy may be the limiting factor for both agencies and the 
individuals who must respond to requests for information. 
de Neufville (1975) suggested that a respondent or 
enumerator may fail to understand precisely what information 
the designer of the survey wants. Miscommunication can 
occur among those designing the instrument, those adminis¬ 
tering it, and those submitting to it. 
Another potential limitation is the decision as to 
which indicator. The inclusion of certain indicators, or 
the omission of others reflects a judgment of what is or is 
not important. The bias of the researcher may contribute to 
which indicators are used. What criteria have been or will 
be used in selecting and organizing the data? As Johnson 
(1979) noted, "No matter how large a report is, the prepar 
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ation requires the rejection of far more data than are 
finally included." 
In selecting indicators, the question of validity is a 
key concern. Does the indicator really measure what it 
intends to measure? Is schooling, in number of years, or 
test results, a true indicator of learning? What assump¬ 
tions underlie the choice of a particular indicator? Meehan 
(in Fischer, 1975) emphasized that the fact that a parti¬ 
cular statistic is gathered regularly and widely used, 
accepted, or even acted upon, does not make it a good 
indicator of some significant dimension of human life. 
Does the indicator respond quickly and noticeably when 
the phenomenon changes, or does it hide the real problem? 
de Neufville (1975) cited the mortality rate. Although used 
as an indicator of health, it is really not sensitive to 
health. de Neufville noted that it may reflect the age 
composition of the population rather than the general level 
of health. More importantly, many diseases are non-fatal 
and, therefore, don’t show up in mortality figures. 
Since validity is a most important criterion for an 
indicator, how does one determine validity? Three practical 
approaches to ’estimating’ validity were cited by de 
Neufville (1975): first, look at the indicator intuitively, 
and based on all that one knows about the phenomenon, decide 
if the measure sounds reasonable; second, observe if the 
phenomenon behaves the way that you expect it to, since this 
implies that you have some idea of how it should move; 
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third, look at behavior of the same phenomenon to discern if 
movement is similar. 
Scioli (1975, p. 14) noted that unless the analyst can 
disaggregate and reconstruct the original time series to 
suit his own needs, he may be caught in a double bind of 
being unsure of the data's original validity and the val¬ 
idity of their use for his purposes. 
Indicators are most valuable when they reflect data 
collected over a period of time. Such time-series must be 
consistent, that is, have regular intervals or specifically 
account for differences. Points in time should be clearly 
identified as to date, and whether the data resulted from 
different agencies, collection methods, etc. Johnson 
(Taueber, 1981) described the difficulty of adjusting time 
series of data of limited comparability. Lengthy time- 
series, so important in monitoring long-term trends and 
changes, are frequently affected by changes in concepts, 
definitions, or data collection procedures. Thus, compara¬ 
bility is significantly reduced. Johnson is concerned that 
these changes are not always adequately documented. 
In contrast, de Neufville (1975) noted that an unchang¬ 
ing instrument does not always bear a constant relation to 
the phenomenon over time, if the phenomenon changes in 
fundamental ways. de Neufville also suggested that the time 
period used can also have significant effects, and should 
not be an arbitrary choice. Basic policy changes require 
time to create, implement and have effect. Some indicators 
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may need to reflect five or ten year periods; others may 
require annual measurement. The question: how to know in 
advance, what to collect and record, at what points in time? 
Somewhat in answer, Hamburger (1974) offered the 
following guideline: have comparable data available for 
successive periods of time, so that intertemporal difference 
can be taken to signify change rather than mere fluctuations 
due to errors of measurement or variation in study design. 
An additional limitation of indicators, which by definition, 
are time series data, is that they may not be helpful in 
short-term applications. 
Geographic boundaries may pose limitations to the use 
of indicators. Different statistics for an indicator may be 
measured and reported at geographic levels which are not 
congruent, such as census tract information, and voter 
registration by voting precinct. Social service agencies, 
school districts, and municipal and county governments may 
not all have the same service areas in terms of data collec¬ 
tion, even though they seem to operate in the same area. 
Geographic limitations may be offset by access to raw data, 
and the resources, such as staff and computers necessary to 
reorganize it by the necessary geographic totals. Another 
measure, that may offer additional information, is to make 
map overlays so as to see the areas that are included in the 
data that is available. 
The use of objective and subjective data is often a 
point of concern, if not a specific problem or limitation. 
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Objective data usually refer to figures such as population 
figures, test results, etc., while subjective data refers to 
results from surveys or polls of the population on their 
opinion or perception of certain phenomena. Johnson (in 
Taeuber 1981) made the point that the crucial difference 
between measures of subjective phenomena and measures of 
objective phenomena is that the former cannot be verified by 
independent observation. 
Johnson also noted that there are ethical and political 
issues connected with the legitimacy of attempting to assess 
people's inner thoughts, feelings and beliefs, particularly 
when such investigations are conducted under government 
direction. Mancini (1978) postulated that much of the 
variability found in subjective measures may be due to the 
fact that people won't reveal negative aspects of their 
lives to strangers. 
Yankelovich (in Clewett and Olsen, 1974) outlined 
mistakes that can be made in using survey findings for 
social indicator purposes. One of these is named the "the 
misleading meaning fallacy" by Yankelovich. He illustrated 
it by noting that 70% of the people in an opinion poll 
reportedly expressed grave concerns over air pollution. It 
was this figure that got the attention, yet among the 
remaining data were the figures that indicated that only 
10-30% were willing to support solutions to the problem of 
air pollution at a cost to themselves. 
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In an exploratory study on subjective and objective 
quality of life indicators, Nontarsk and Frese (1978) used 
three indices: objective family quality of life included 
socio-economic status, level of living scale, etc.; subjec¬ 
tive family quality of life indicators were based on the 
head of household's level of satisfaction with such things 
as residence, income, etc; and a third index was based on 
the householder's perception of changes in economic oppor¬ 
tunities in the county and in government services. They 
found 'mild positive correlation' between the objective and 
subjective family quality of life indicators, and between 
the subjective family quality of life indicators and the 
county indicators. However, there was no correlation 
between the objective family quality of life indicators and 
the subjective county indicators. Nontrask and Frese sug¬ 
gested that due to the lack of strong correlation, it is not 
advisable to substitute one set of indicators for another. 
Development and Selection of Indicators 
Despite the concerns discussed above, the use of 
indicators in planning and evaluation represent a valuable 
tool for most community-based educational and other human 
service related agencies. From this review of literature, 
one may conclude that the general concept of indicator as a 
way of thinking can be readily accepted and understood. 
Indicators have the advantage of being an inexpensive source 
of information, particularly those available through public 
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documents such as the census. In many cases, indicators are 
now standardized, as in health statistics. There is a wide 
variety of lists of indicators in the literature, particu¬ 
larly relating to quality of life, education, health, etc. 
Many indicators are true time-series, collected regularly 
over time. 
After interviewing key volunteers as to what informa¬ 
tion would be useful to them, Carter (1977) proposed the 
following criteria for indicator selection: 
1. is the indicator identified as being useful 
for planning by any of the interviewed deci¬ 
sion-makers? 
2. is the indicator frequently mentioned in 
other social reports? 
3. does the indicator seem to possess face 
validity, i.e., does it measure the general 
concept it purports to measure? 
4. are the data for the indicator available at 
the appropriate geographical level? 
5. are the data timely? 
6. can the data be portrayed in a time-series of 
at least two periods? 
Carter described a three-part system of needs assess¬ 
ment that uses social indicators as the starting point, 
suggesting that social indicators be selected through the 
key informant approach of interviewing key decision-makers 
and other influential people in the community. He proposed 
that key informants be asked what do you want to know? What 
are your concerns (for example, about health) , and what do 
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you need to know about your community to help you assess or 
decide whether a need exists? 
Steele (1977) also noted the importance of determining 
how the citizens in a community define the variables (indi¬ 
cators), and cited the need to recognize the community's own 
reality. This emphasis on citizen involvement in developing 
indicators is of interest, as several sources, including 
Milord (1976), noted that one may use indicators without 
ever involving people. 
In discussing the development of indicators of educa¬ 
tional outcomes, Collazo (1976) proposed the following 
process: select indicators from reports of assessment of 
educational needs and a review of the literature. Then, 
have a panel of judges review and add to the list. Then, 
reduce the list by using these criteria: quality and appro¬ 
priateness of the data gathering procedures; ease and cost 
of collecting information; probability of public acceptance 
of the significance of the indicator and the importance of 
the goal associated with the indicator. 
Weiss (1972), among other writers, stressed the need to 
use several judges for reliability when reviewing indicators 
and the inclusion of outsiders (as opposed to staff) in 
rating indicators that are based on subjective, rather than 
objective, data. de Neufville (1975) suggested that where 
possible, indicators of success (used in evaluation) should 
be based on multiple measurement, as well as multiple modes 
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of data gathering. This may be particularly important when 
indicators are derived, rather than based on a standard. 
Ward (1977) suggested reviewing the legislative history 
of public policies, policy statements of funding sources, 
past experience with programs and professional standards as 
sources of indicators. Several writers (Franklin and 
Thrasher, 1976; Allen, 1978) suggested the Delphi technique, 
as useful in developing indicators. 
Many of the works listed as references contain exten¬ 
sive lists of indicators. At the very least, they can be 
used as a starting point for processes of development, a 
source for selection and as a resource for additional 
indexes. The user of indicators faces a problem of making 
appropriate choices from among the possibilities. 
The community adult educator needs to ask the question, 
"Who needs to know what according to whom?" before starting 
to use indicators in planning or evaluation. In many cases, 
the best source of the 'what' is the 'who.' Finding direct 
and indirect ways to learn what decision makers and the 
public want and need to know about needs, programs, and 
outcomes is probably equally as important as reliable and 
valid indicators. 
Summary of the Review of Indicators 
The domain of social indicators includes almost every 
field in the social sciences, as well as the natural sci¬ 
ences. Social indicators are closely allied with social 
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impacts and with policy formation. The diversity of defini¬ 
tions and use of indicators have provided an opportunity to 
analyze the inter-relationships of an increasingly complex 
society, the provision of government social services, and 
the goals of the country. Indicators can be used in micro 
and macro situations; they can be simple or complex. 
Social indicators challenge the educator to ask 
questions such as why this program, what are the needs, what 
are the goals, the intended outcomes, and how will it be 
known if goals and objectives are achieved? Social indica¬ 
tors also provide, at the very least, a starting point 
toward answering such questions. 
Quality in Higher Education 
Because of the apparent paucity of literature specific 
to quality issues in adult education, the researcher 
examined the broader field of higher education for indica¬ 
tors of quality which could be considered for adaptation or 
modification as indicators of quality for adult education. 
Overview 
Quality in higher education in the United States was 
first addressed when Governor Thomas Jefferson of Virginia 
proposed to upgrade the curriculum at the College of William 
and Mary where European standards of quality were not appli¬ 
cable. By the early Twentieth Century, education leaders 
had formed associations, the College Entrance Examination 
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Board was founded, and the directions for accreditation 
set. A study of quality in medical schools was made in 
1910, and studies rating quality in graduate schools were 
made as early as 1924 and 1934 (Stauffer, 1981). All of 
these developments, at one point or another, considered 
teristics or indicators of quality in their delibera— 
tions. 
Today, national commissions organized by Congress, 
major professional organizations and private foundations 
continually review and project the status of education in 
the United States. The Carnegie Commission on Higher Educa¬ 
tion had issued over 60 reports and 20 technical papers by 
the early seventies (Allen, 1973) . Through the media, pub¬ 
lic attention is focused on test scores, cost per pupil, and 
availability of technology, for example, as indicators of 
quality in education. 
Assessing quality. What does quality mean in higher 
education? In answer to that question, Levine (1982) stated 
that historically, quality meant excellence. Thus quality 
implied a single standard, or an absolute. Today, Levine 
postulated, quality is a relative phenomenon, and there is 
recognition of diverse standards for quality. Stauffer 
(1982) acknowledged this diversity when he noted that 
alternative definitions of quality must be developed for 
different institutional settings. 
Several factors make quality a prime concern today, 
according to Levine. One is a growing sense of cultural 
46 
confusion. People no longer identify progress in terms of 
growth. More frequently, small is preferred. Levine fur¬ 
ther noted that the meaning of quality has become clouded, 
that it is defined in different, often inconsistent, even 
conflicting terms. 
In higher education, the concept of quality is often 
used interchangeably with the concept of effectiveness 
according to Cameron (1982). George (1982) suggested that 
the most common view of academic quality is one that could 
be considered mystical, in which "academics are the priest¬ 
hood, the keepers of the secrets of the god Quality, none of 
which can be revealed to the laity" (p. 46) . George also 
equated quality with reputation and satisfactory achievement 
of objectives. 
Studies of quality have used such indices as student 
selectivity of institutions, based on the college prefer¬ 
ences of the highest scoring six percent of those taking the 
National Merit Scholarship examination; peer ratings of the 
quality of graduate departments; employment opportunities of 
graduates; number of prestigious awards received by an 
institution's faculty; amount of resources available; and 
accreditation status (Allen, 1973; Meeth, 1974; Astin and 
Solomon, 1979; Solomon, 1981). 
However, as Astin and Solomon (1979) pointed out, such 
studies have been criticized for a number of methodological 
reasons, including the 'halo' effect resulting from institu¬ 
tions that continually appear at the top of the lists. 
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Webster (1981) categorized the methods of assessing 
quality into six types. These are reputational rankings, 
based on the opinions of experts, who rank institutions on 
their scholarship; faculty awards, honors and prizes; and 
finally, citations in citation indexes. Students’ achieve¬ 
ments in later life, scores of entering students on 
standardized tests, and institutional academic resources are 
also major categories. 
Not all indicators of quality in higher education have 
been derived from studies; some have been identified as 
standards of accreditation; others have resulted from the 
experience of a particular educator. Regardless of the 
source, indicators of quality in higher education are simi¬ 
lar, falling into distinct themes, or an expansion of 
Webster's six types. These themes are summarized below. 
Mission. An institution's mission is what gives it 
purpose and direction. Stauffer (1982) listed a clear 
statement of mission, and institutional integrity among 
indicators of quality, while Levine (1982) stated that an 
element of curriculum excellence is compatibility with [the] 
mission and tradition of the college. The institution's 
will to excellence is also important, according to George 
(1982). Chambers (1982) related not only the institution's 
mission with its goals and objectives, but how well its 
program and curricula fulfill the goals and objectives. 
According to Kauffman (1984), the relationship of an insti¬ 
tution's stated mission, goals, and program to its student 
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clientele, as well as reality-based goal statements, are 
central to quality. 
Curriculum. The plan for studies is an important 
element in assessing quality. A well-planned curriculum, 
approved by the school's board, strong graduation require¬ 
ments, and academic offerings that go beyond the basics are 
indicators of quality according to Stuart (1983). Kowalski- 
Firestone (1982) suggested that the relationship of the 
curriculum to the program's educational objectives and the 
contribution of the program to the mission should be part of 
a review of quality. Levine (1982) included an examination 
of the rigor of the academic work in his measure of quality. 
He also believed that quality is reflected by programs that 
are up-to-date, complete, coherent and commensurate with 
accepted standards of baccalaureate study. Standards are 
frequently identified as indicators of quality in higher 
education. For example, Stauffer (1982) cited high 
standards, and Kirk (1981) suggested that standards and 
educational goals be harmonious with the needs of the insti¬ 
tution's clientele. 
Instructional design. Following closely with curri¬ 
culum is how that curriculum is carried out, or the design 
of instruction. Among indicators of quality are course 
content that is appropriate for the educational level and 
needs of the target group (Kirk, 1981) and methodology of 
teaching (George, 1982). Other factors are openness to 
innovation, experimentation and future growth (Chambers, 
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1982), and an instructional design that facilitates compe¬ 
tency development and supports major concepts presented 
(Reece and Braden, 1982). 
Faculty and staff. One area of emphasis in the litera¬ 
ture related to quality in higher education clearly centers 
on faculty. Stuart (1983) suggested that quality begins 
with a solid gold faculty, as judged by their major subjects 
and grade point averages in college. Other indicators iden¬ 
tified include: leadership within the program (Kowalski- 
Firestone, 1982); respect of learners and colleagues (Kirk, 
1981) and scholarly and professional achievements (Solomon 
and Astin, 1981) . Kauffman (1984) listed three indicators 
of quality which are more subjective: morale of staff and 
faculty, their attitude toward the overall institutional 
environment, and their attitude toward the nature of the 
curriculum. Stauffer (1982) suggested that both achievement 
and satisfaction of faculty and adminstration are to be 
considered in assessing quality. Another dimension of 
faculty quality is professional growth (Reagan, 1983). 
Faculty and staff competencies. The quality of higher 
education is grounded in the competencies of the institu¬ 
tions' faculties. Characteristic of a quality faculty are 
their skills as teachers, according to many observers of 
higher education. For example, Reece and Braden (1982) 
asked whether instructors have been trained to be effective 
teachers; Kirk (1981) expected the instructor to possess the 
skills to clearly explain ideas and concepts, while Solomon 
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and Astin (1981) valued faculty commitment to undergraduate 
teaching. Kirk also suggested that instructors can be qua¬ 
lified through education and/or experience. Levine (1982) 
specified that faculty members teaching in baccalaureate 
programs should have appropriate training and should teach 
in an area of expertise. He further stated that the college 
undergraduate curriculum should be consistent with the 
training and interests of its faculty. Additionally, 
Chambers (1982) recommended assessing the administrative 
organization for facilitating teaching and learning as a 
measure of quality. 
Outputs. Outputs, or products, are a major indicator 
of quality according to Green in Brown and Copeland (1979). 
Specific output indicators are frequently used in comparing 
institutional quality. Among them are: record of student 
achievement, particularly in basic competencies (Stuart, 
1983, 1982); professional accomplishments of graduates 
(George, 1982); total bachelor's degrees (Solomon and Astin 
1981); and students' intellectual and career developments 
(Stauffer, 1982). Both Stauffer (1982) and George (1982) 
used the economic indicator concept of value added as a 
quality indicator, as in value added to students lives. 
Reagan (1983) added outstanding educational progress as an 
output. And, Chambers (1982) put equal weight on two dimen 
sions of outcomes: outcomes to be achieved, or aspirations 
and outcomes achieved, or current effectiveness. 
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Evaluation. Another major area for determining quality 
m higher education is the attention and follow-through 
given to evaluation. Kirk (1981) devoted considerable 
attention to identifying a quality process of evaluation. 
He set the following five standards for evaluation: 
1. the evaluation method is clearly outlined and 
described; 
2. the evaluation is appropriate and reflects 
adequate standards; 
3. the evaluation measures behavioral objectives 
and significant course factors; 
4. the evaluation tool is clear, easy to use; 
5. the evaluation provides for learner input and 
review. 
Kirk further noted that various feedback mechanisms also 
serve a quality dimension of assuring learner knowledge of 
progress, communication, and free exchange of ideas. 
The importance of participant involvement in evaluation 
was also noted by Kauffman (1984) who suggested that regular 
student evaluation of teachers is important. The evaluation 
of research and publications only in terms of quality and 
contributions to their fields, [rather than quantity] is 
important in assessing quality according to Stauffer 
(1982) . 
Kauffman (1984) proposed several indicators of quality 
relating to the institution's performance. For example, 
does the institution attempt to assess how much students 
actually learn in their courses; what is the ability of the 
institution to retrieve and monitor information about its 
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per- students; and does the institution understand student 
ceptions of the learning environment and campus value? 
Relationships. The nature of the numerous interactions 
that occur between and among the faculty, administration and 
students is another issue in the appraisal of quality. 
Stuart (1983) noted that a principal who cares is an impor¬ 
tant relationship, and Stauffer (1982) believed that the 
adminstration should encourage interaction between new stu¬ 
dents and faculty. Kowalski-Firestone (1982) also focused 
on faculty-student relationships when she cited joint 
faculty-student extra curricular activities as a factor in 
quality. The availability of faculty members to students 
outside class (Levine, 1982) and the provision of special 
help to students when needed (Stauffer, 1982) should be 
considered when assessing quality. 
Other quality dimensions of relationships noted in the 
literature were that faculty members should meet scheduled 
classes and come to class prepared (Levine, 1982) and teach¬ 
ers should 'go the second mile' (Reagan, 1983). 
Resources. In gauging quality, some observers included 
an institution's financial and other resources on the list 
of indicators. For example, Stuart (1983) equated high per 
pupil expenditures with quality. Kirk (1981), George (1982) 
and Kauffman (1984) spoke to the availability and adequacy 
of financial resources. Chambers (1982) cited library and 
other learning resources, including computing's role in 
meeting published objectives; Stuart (1983) mentioned a 
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superior library and media program; and according to Kirk 
(1981), modern technology is used where productive and 
appropriate. 
Other types of resources enumerated were: attractive 
campus (Stuart, 1983); educational environment conducive to 
sound learning and instruction (Kirk, 1981); supportive 
planning, budgeting and accounting policies and practices 
(Chambers, 1982) . 
Levine (1982) believed that quality is indicated by a 
program that is consistent with the resources available to 
the institution; such resources include staff, facilities 
and money. 
Image. One of the early indicators of quality of 
undergraduate programs was the image of the institution held 
by prospective students and their parents. What makes up 
the image? According to Brown and Copeland (1979) the 
vitality of the program was an indicator of quality, and to 
Stuart (1983), a positive school climate. Levine (1982) and 
Chambers (1982) both commented on a college's effort to 
communicate its image to the public as a quality measure. 
Levine stated that institutional advertising and admissions 
literature, such as the college catalog, should be complete, 
up-to-date, and understandable. Chambers noted that the 
general public relations posture, including its catalog and 
other publications, was an important indication of quality. 
Size and ratios. The size of a program, and the number 
of students were often mentioned as factors in determining 
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quality in higher education. Low pupil-teacher ratios 
(Stuart, 1983); weighted and unweighted class size ratios, 
and equivalent full-time students (Stauffer, 1982) were ways 
to distinguish levels of quality. Reece and Braden (1982) 
suggested a converse as an indicator of quality_that 
instructional programs have sufficient enrollment. 
Satisfaction. Satisfied learners were one indicator of 
quality according to Votruba (1981). Sharing this view were 
Stauffer (1982), who cited levels of satisfaction, and 
George (1982) who mentioned satisfaction of students. Reece 
and Braden (1982) were more specific about satisfaction when 
they stated that instructional programs should meet the 
needs and expectations of client groups and that the program 
should be viewed as effective by a majority of enrollees who 
complete it. Similar indicators were reported by Stuart 
(1983) and by Kauffman (1984) when they listed good 
attendance and low drop-out rate, and high retention, 
respectively. Solomon and Astin, 1981) cited popularity 
among high ability students. 
External aspects. The extent to which the institution 
involves those external to it is a measure of quality 
included in some lists of criteria. Stauffer (1982) listed 
contribution to communities served; Kirk (1981) approached 
community by assessing how the institution utilizes commun 
ity resources to improve instruction. Chambers (1982) and 
Stauffer (1982) both believed that the governing board and a 
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strong lay advisory board, are crucial to institutional 
quality, and Kauffman (1984) stressed alumni support. 
Specific Studies of the Perception of 
Quality in Higher Education 
Pavesic (1981) studied the "Perceptions of Academic 
Administrators in the State University System of Florida on 
the Importance of Selected Components of Quality in Higher 
Education.' After a review of the literature, he grouped 40 
components of quality into four major categories: faculty, 
student, institutional, and program components. Academic 
administrators in the nine state universities in Florida 
rated the components on a scale ranging from little 
importance to essential. The results displayed greater 
similarities than differences across three classifications 
of administrators, with no components being rated of little 
importance. 
Also in Florida, Rathburn (1982) investigated the 
"Information Perceived as Useful for Program Quality-Evalua¬ 
tion Decision Making by Administrators in Florida Community 
Colleges." Like Pavesic, Rathburn used the literature to 
begin development of a survey instrument. However, Rathburn 
had a panel of experienced community college management 
information specialists and institutional researchers review 
the proposed list of program characteristics. After this 
review, a list of 434 program characteristics was finalized 
and sent to administrators at Florida's community colleges. 
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Over 450 community college administrators responded, and 
rated 108 of the program characteristics as highly useful in 
decision making. These were clustered into four categories: 
faculty/staff, costs/resources, students, and general 
information. There were differences depending on the pro¬ 
gram area of the administrator. Rathburn concluded that a 
multiple component approach is recommended for program 
quality-evaluation decision making. 
Summary of Quality in Higher Education 
As has been shown, a number of indicators exist for 
assessing quality in higher education. Derived from a num¬ 
ber of sources, they fall into several clusters or themes: 
mission; curriculum; instructional design; faculty and 
staff; faculty and staff competencies; outputs; evaluation; 
relationships; resources; image; size and ratios; satisfac¬ 
tion, and external aspects. Accreditation standards and 
reports formed the primary foundation for many of the indi¬ 
cators, which may also be termed measures, components, and 
characteristics. 
Quality in Adult Education 
A review of selected key works of adult education 
literature (Knowles, 1960; Rauch, 1972; Harrington, 1977; 
Knox, 1977; Langerman, 1979; Boone, 1980; and Apps, 1985), 
provided little specific discussion on the topic of quality 
of adult education. While there was an overall emphasis on 
57 
understanding the philosophies, theories, and practices of 
adult education, the issue of quality was approached only 
indirectly under the umbrella of program improvement. For 
example, case studies and alternative methods were frequent¬ 
ly used to offer adult education practitioners opportunities 
for comparison with their own programs. 
Some texts focused on evaluation methodologies, with 
one stated purpose being program improvement. Apps (1985) 
focused on a critical examination of current practice as a 
foundation for improving future planning in continuing or 
sdult education. He stated that the basis for decision¬ 
making are our basic beliefs, such as our beliefs about 
adult learners. One such belief held by some adult educa¬ 
tors, according to Apps, was "Quality must come before 
quantity. Educational programs must first focus on quality, 
then on promotion" (p. 98). Unfortunately, Apps did not 
continue the discussion of quality, except to note that 
continuing education programs that are part of higher edu¬ 
cation face competition not only from other providers, but 
from their own institution, that sees them in conflict with 
"the primary thrust of higher education—educating the full¬ 
time degree-seeking student" (p. 201). Apps contends that 
this conflict is because such programs as Extension and 
continuing education are often equated with those programs 
"deemed to be of low quality" (p. 202). 
There is some discussion of the marginality of adult 
education, both within the higher education system and in 
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terms of support from the federal government. Among other 
reasons, this marginality may occur because of the lack of 
information about the quality of adult education programs. 
A computer search of the ERIC system produced fewer than ten 
citations on the key word "qualitythe reports retrieved 
tended to be evaluation studies of non-formal education in 
third world countries, and not directly studies of quality. 
A similar search of dissertation abstracts did not yield any 
research on quality of adult education. However, it should 
be noted that the key word process for such searches is 
dependent on those words used originally to classify a docu¬ 
ment. As will be seen below, two dissertations were located 
through other means which focused on quality issues in a 
specific adult education program. 
A Review and Analysis of Three Specific Studies 
of Quality in Cooperative Extension 
This section reviews and analyzes three studies of 
quality in a specific adult education organization--Coopera- 
tive Extension. The first study, conducted by Young and 
Cunningham, faculty members at the Ohio State University in 
1977, is the basis for the second two research projects. 
For ease of identification, the studies are referred to by 
the name of the state in which they were conducted. 
The Ohio Study 
Young and Cunningham conducted a study entitled Exten 
sion Output Measures as Identified by Extension Clientele 
59 
with two objectives. The first was long range: "to iden¬ 
tify, as perceived by clientele, the concrete evidences they 
accept as demonstrating Extension program accomplishment." 
The second objective was more immediate: "to create and 
test a technique for obtaining from Extension clientele, 
valid output measures of an Extension program." 
The study consisted of three phases. First, open-ended 
interviews were conducted with 48 people connected with the 
agricultural aspect of Cooperative Extension. The respon¬ 
dent was first asked to rate Cooperative Extension's efforts 
in their county, and then to cite the factors that they con¬ 
sidered in rating the program. 
In the second phase of the study, 166 of 248 users of 
Cooperative Extension's agricultural programs responded to a 
mailed survey of 44 items derived from the interviews by 
expert judges. Participants were asked to "rate the impor¬ 
tance of each item as a measure of the quality of Extension 
agricultural programs." Analysis of the responses revealed 
four factors: information, agent, method, and program. Only 
two of the items scored below 3.00 on a five-point impor¬ 
tance scale, and the remaining items were rated moderately 
important or greater. 
The third phase of the study used the survey from phase 
two to have agricultural clientele rate specific county 
Cooperative Extension agricultural programs. Concurrently, 
the same counties were rated by agricultural professionals 
using a paired comparison process. 
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The researchers concluded that the objectives of the 
study were successfully reached. A process and an instru¬ 
ment were developed and used. Clientele identified output 
measures that they used in evaluating Cooperative Extension 
programs. 
Analysis—of—the Ohio—Study . The study was limited to 
agricultural clientele, which is only one program area of 
Cooperative Extension. How Cooperative Extension clientele 
who participate primarily in Home Economics, Community 
Resource Development, 4-H and/or the Expanded Food and 
Nutrition Programs would respond was not addressed. Since 
demographic data were not collected, variables such as age, 
size or nature of the respondent's agricultural enterprise 
were not known, nor their influence on how people responded. 
Also, no data were collected on the level of respondents' 
participation in Cooperative Extension programs, activities, 
use of media (newsletters, etc.) or requests for assistance. 
The researchers acknowledged procedural difficulties 
with the clientele aspect of phase three, in which it became 
impossible to identify the county of 29 respondents. In 
addition, identifiable responses for this component of the 
study ranged from 22 percent in one county to 52 percent in 
another. 
Although the researchers recommended that the instru¬ 
ment be used as a device for measuring the quality, of county 
agricultural programs, the originally stated purpose of the 
study was to identify output measures. Other words used to 
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describe the project were "output effectiveness" and "evi¬ 
dence of program accomplishment"; the word quality was not 
mentioned. While the literature does include outputs and 
accomplishments as indicators of quality, it is unclear 
whether the researchers intended to assess quality when they 
began the study. 
Further, the initial face-to-face interview schedule 
did not directly include the word quality. Respondents were 
asked "to rate a specific county agricultural Extension 
program, in meeting needs ... relative to the agricultural 
industry. Probing questions asked about factors considered 
in choosing the rating, and what were the most important 
factors to use in showing whether or not Extension was meet¬ 
ing needs. 
It is unclear from a summary report and from the 
project's final report whether the instructions to the 
respondents in the second phase of the study included the 
word quality. The summary report stated "to rate how 
important each of the 44 items from the first phase of the 
study was as a measure of the county's agricultural program" 
(Young and Cunningham, 1977a, p. 6). The final report, when 
describing the same instrument, states "rate the importance 
of each item as a measure of the quality of Extension agri¬ 
cultural programs." 
Finally, in the third stage of the project, clientele 
respondents were asked to "honestly evaluate your county's 
total agricultural program." Neither the cover letter, the 
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survey instructions, nor the directions on the instrument 
itself contained the word quality. 
While the project’s results are a major contribution to 
the field, the question can be posed as to what difference, 
if any, consistent use of the word quality in all phases of 
the study would have made in the results. Would the intro¬ 
duction of a word which according to Pirsig (1974), everyone 
sees differently, provide a different conceptual universe 
for each respondent? 
The Pennsylvania Study 
Kantner (1980) focused his dissertation on "An Assess¬ 
ment of Extension Agricultural Programs as Perceived by 
Extension Clientele." Basing his research on the Young and 
Cunningham Study, Kantner expanded the population of the 
study to Cooperative Extension agents, county executive 
committee members, and assistant directors of Cooperative 
Extension, in addition to users [clientele] of Extension 
agricultural programs, the primary population in the Ohio 
Study. 
Using the original 44 item instrument developed by 
Young and Cunningham, Kantner found that 13 of the state¬ 
ments were rated differently by the four groups, at the .05 
level of confidence. The greatest difference was between 
the agent and the client. Kantner correlated a number of 
variables with responses, finding that a positive relat¬ 
ionship existed between those clientele who attended 
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Cooperative Extension educational meetings and their 
response. The more meetings attended, the more their per¬ 
ception improved of the quality of Extension programs. 
Income of clientele did not show a relationship to 
responses, although age did. 
Analysis, of the Pennsylvania Study. Although Kantner 
expanded the population of the study, he still limited the 
focus to agriculture. He attempted to assess the quality of 
agricultural programs directly, by asking respondents to 
express their evaluation of a variety of elements of the 
program. The number of administrators was very small--a 
sample of two. Fifteen county agents constituted the agent 
sample. 
The Missouri Study 
In 1983, Abdel-Rehim studied "Clientele and Council 
Officers Perceptions of the Missouri Agricultural Extension 
Service" as his dissertation topic. The population for the 
study included 80 officers of county Extension councils, 40 
from rural counties and an equal number from counties iden¬ 
tified as urban, as well as 240 clientele. The clientele, 
12 per county, were hand picked based on being active in 
Cooperative Extension, and being well respected in their 
communities. The instrument developed by Young and 
Cunningham was the basis for a similar instrument used by 
Abdel-Rehim. He changed the wording of some of the state¬ 
ments, primarily by modifying the order of words, or by 
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substituting the phrase 'agricultural specialist' for the 
word 'agent' as used by Young and Cunningham. 
Also, Abdel-Rehim altered the directions on the instru¬ 
ment by asking the respondents to ". . . express your 
judgment regarding the quality of the total Agricultural 
Extension Program in your county" (p. 92). In general 
Extension Council Officers (ECO) and clientele had positive 
perceptions of the program. Clientele had lower perceptions 
than ECOs concerning experience and background of area agri¬ 
culture specialists in urban counties. Two different age 
groups of clientele had different perceptions than ECOs 
under age 35 regarding the number of meetings held. 
Other findings included a significant difference 
between council officers and clientele on their perceptions 
of the accuracy of information, quality of publications, 
Cooperative Extension as a source of new information and 
methods, and as a good source of quality information and 
help. Extension clientele had significantly lower percep¬ 
tions than did ECOs pertaining to experience and background 
of area agricultural specialists in urban areas. 
Analysis of the Missouri Study. As did the first two 
studies, the Missouri Study focused on the agricultural 
component of the county Cooperative Extension program. This 
focus appeared somewhat inconsistent with the urban sample 
used in the study. The instrument asked the respondent to 
check those Cooperative Extension agricultural specialists 
with whom they had had contact. It would seem that the 
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level of contact that an urban resident would have with a 
Livestock Specialist or a Dairy Specialist would be limited. 
The study did not comment on this aspect of the study. 
Nor did it offer any analysis, or propose any reasons 
for differences in perception between clientele and ECOs. 
For example, it would be worth consideration to suggest that 
ECOs have a logical reason to know more about a specialist's 
experience and background credentials than clientele, as 
ECOs are often involved in the hiring of staff. Other vari¬ 
ables, such as number of meetings attended, are not fully 
defined. 
Finally, it should be noted that the Missouri Study 
asked participants to actually rate the county program. 
This study did not attempt to assess each county’s rating as 
compared to the other counties, as did the third stage of 
the Ohio Study. Since county programs are highly variable 
in content, staffing, clientele and methodology, these 
difference may confound ratings when the ratings are aggre¬ 
gated . 
Summary of Extension Studies 
Each of the three studies used the same instrument to 
measure the Cooperative Extension agricultural program at 
the county level in three different states. In two of the 
studies, respondents included staff and members of clientele 
committees, in addition to clientele. The method employed 
by Cunningham followed several of the suggested techniques 
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for identification of indicators, namely interviews with key 
informants, and using a panel of expert judges. Although 
quality was not initially the focus of the studies, the 
measures used were the equivalent of indicators. 
Chapter Summary 
The literature has provided comprehensive information 
on the concept of indicators as a frame of reference for the 
more precise concerns of this study. Although also termed 
measures, components or characteristics, indicators offer a 
point of departure for developing an operational definition 
of the elusive concept of quality. An examination of qua¬ 
lity issues in higher education revealed a considerable 
number of indicators consistently identified in accredita¬ 
tion studies, in reputational comparisons of institutions, 
and in studies of quality. 
The literature addressing specific indicators of 
quality in adult education appeared to be very limited. 
However, the higher education indicators appeared to hold 
promise as proxies for adult education indicators. Three 
related studies which dealt indirectly with quality issues 
in Cooperative Extension were reviewed, and provided further 
direction for this study. 
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CHAPTER III 
STUDY DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of the present chapter is to describe the 
design of the study, to identify the study population, to 
describe the development of the instruments, and to describe 
the process of data collection and treatment. 
Overview of Study Design 
This study was based, in part, on the procedures devel¬ 
oped by Young and Cunningham (1977a & b) . In that study, 
the researchers conducted face-to-face, minimally structured 
interviews with Ohio Cooperative Extension clientele to gain 
measures of output. A questionnaire was developed after the 
results were reviewed by a panel of expert judges. This 
instrument was then used to gain the perception of clientele 
regarding the importance of each item in assessing the 
Cooperative Extension agricultural program. 
In the current study, the Ohio procedure was adapted in 
the following ways: first, the interviews were conducted 
both individually and in two types of group settings; 
second, interviews were not limited to those connected with 
the agricultural program; and third, the purpose of the 
interview was specifically stated as an investigation into 
indicators of quality. 
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The design of this stage of the study was supported by 
the literature which suggested that one method of developing 
indicators is interviewing key informants (Carter, 1977) and 
determining how the citizens in a community define the 
variables, i.e., indicators (Steele, 1977). 
The second stage or phase of the study consisted of a 
review by a panel of experts in the field of adult education 
of the transcribed interviews to identify the indicators, as 
well as a review of the literature to further identify 
indicators of quality. This approach was supported by Weiss 
(1972) and Collazo (1976) who proposed that one select 
indicators from reports of the assessment of educational 
needs, followed by a review by a panel of judges, and a 
comparison with a review of the pertinent literature. 
The third phase of the study was similar to that in the 
Ohio Study. Through a mail questionnaire, clientele were 
asked for their assessment of the importance of each indi¬ 
cator identified or developed in phase two. Going beyond 
the Ohio Study, this investigation also sought the opinion 
of key volunteers and professional staff on the importance 
of the indicators. 
The Sample 
The sample for this study was drawn from participants 
or clientele, staff, and key volunteers of Cooperative 
Extension in the states of Massachusetts and New York. For 
the first part of the study, interviews were conducted with 
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17 people in Albany County, New York, and with eight people 
in Massachusetts. In total, the 25 represented ten staff, 
seven participants, and eight key volunteers. Most key 
volunteers were also currently, or had been, participants. 
The New York interviewees were those who responded to 
an invitation to participate in a dinner meeting extended on 
the behalf of the researcher by the county director of 
Albany County Cooperative Extension. Those receiving the 
invitation were key participants, key volunteers who com¬ 
prised the county executive committee, and professional 
staff. Albany County is similar to many Massachusetts 
counties in having a similar mix of urban, suburban, and 
rural characteristics; the number of Cooperative Extension 
staff; and direction of educational programming. Prior to 
the dinner meeting, the researcher had not met any of those 
present, other than the county director. 
The researcher knew those individuals interviewed in 
Massachusetts. Key volunteers were drawn primarily from the 
state-wide Massachusetts Extension Advisory Council. Staff 
referred clientele. The primary criterion for selection was 
an ability to be conversant, to be able to think aloud. 
This was, of course, a subjective judgment. However, this 
was counterbalanced by the diversity of the backgrounds of 
the interviewees, including a senior citizen, a working 
mother with college age children, a vocational school 
teacher, a staff member with fewer than two years 
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experience, and a staff member with more than ten years 
tenure with Cooperative Extension. 
The client population for the third stage of the study 
was drawn from six of 14 Massachusetts counties. Two 
counties were located in the northeastern section of the 
state, one centrally, one in the southeastern section and 
two are Western in location. This provided a geographically 
distributed population base. All six counties are consi¬ 
dered as non-rural based on census data, although all six 
counties include some towns that, based on population alone, 
would be considered rural. 
Each county Cooperative Extension office maintains a 
variety of mailing lists which are used to disseminate 
announcements of meetings and workshops and to distribute 
newsletters and other publications. These are typically 
organized by program area: Agriculture, Home Economics, 
4-H, and Community Development. Within each of these pri¬ 
mary areas there may be further specificity. For example, 
within Agriculture, there may be distinct mailing lists for 
dairy farmers, landscapers, home gardeners, and vegetable 
growers, among others. 
Due to organizational regulations governing the 
distribution of mailing lists, the Associate Director of 
Cooperative Extension notified local administrators in the 
selected counties that the study was in the interest of 
Cooperative Extension, and that the provision of names to 
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the researcher, as a member of the administrative staff was 
appropriate. 
The head clerk in each of the six county offices was 
requested to draw a total of 100 names per county, or 25 per 
list from lists representing Agriculture, Home Economics, 
4-H, and Community Development. The total number on each 
list was divided by 25, to achieve n. Then every nth name 
was selected, based on a random start, to achieve 25 names 
per list or 100 per county, for a total sample of 600. This 
procedure is known as systematic sampling, which according 
to Sudman (1976) , behaves as does a simple random sample, 
and has the same precision in almost all cases of interest 
involving people. 
The decision to use a sample size of 600 was based on 
past experience with mailed questionnaires to Cooperative 
Extension clientele in Massachusetts. The typical response 
rate for needs assessment and evaluation oriented surveys 
has usually been under 50%. In a major survey with a sample 
size of 6,000, Fetterman (1984) achieved a response rate of 
25%, using Cooperative Extension mailing lists. The 
researcher believes that this low response has been due in a 
large part to the general nature of such surveys; they are 
often not specific enough to generate an energetic response 
by the clientele, nor has the typical Extension participant 
had an in-depth experience with Extension that provides the 
basis for in-depth feedback. According to Sudman and 
Bradburn (1986) this is known as salience. The more salient 
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the topic is to the potential respondent, the more likely 
he/she will be to respond. It can be postulated that a 
survey on the importance of certain statements as indicators 
of quality will be less salient to clientele than to staff 
or key volunteers. Accordingly, to achieve a response rate 
that would allow for satisfactory analysis, it was estimated 
that a 20-25% response rate would need to occur. It was 
projected that 100 to 150 responses would constitute an 
adequate number for this part of the study. To achieve 
this, the starting population would need to be 600. 
The total population of professional staff at the 
county level was included, for a total of 114 staff. A 
response rate of 75% was postulated. 
By state statute, a seven or nine-member unpaid Board 
of Trustees oversees the work of Cooperative Extension in 
each county. The members are appointed by the County Com¬ 
missioners and are acknowledged as key volunteers within the 
Cooperative Extension system. All members of the Boards of 
Trustees in all 14 counties, or a total of 126 people, con¬ 
stituted the key volunteer sample. A response rate of less 
than 60 percent was projected, due in part to the fact that 
two boards are relatively inactive at this time. 
Phase I Data Collection 
The first phase of the study consisted of face-to-face 
interviews conducted by the researcher in Massachusetts and 
New York. The interview process was unstructured, with the 
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opening question being, "What, to you, indicates quality in 
Cooperative Extension and in Cooperative Extension pro¬ 
grams?" Probing questions, such as, "Can you explain that 
further?", "Can you give an example of what you mean?" and 
statements such as, "Am I correct in stating that you mean 
-?" were used to continue and clarify the inter¬ 
viewee's comments. 
All interviews were conducted in confidence. Four 
interviews were conducted one—on—one. One interview was 
conducted with a group of four, that is, when several people 
were initially hesitant about their ability to respond, the 
researcher made an on-the-spot decision to conduct the 
interview with all four people as a group. A third method 
of gaining direct input was a large group interview with 17 
people. Due to the time-consuming nature of arranging one- 
to-one interviews, it was decided to consider a group 
interview. The technique used was based on the nominal 
group process (Delberg, 1975) in which the question is posed 
to the group, and each person writes out his/her response in 
confidence. Then, each person contributes an answer, until 
all answers are listed before the group. Finally, the group 
studies the list to ascertain if the list is complete, 
contributing additional items stimulated by those already 
listed. This process increases participation and reduces 
the likelihood that one or two individuals will dominate the 
discussion. 
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After a group dinner at the restaurant hosted by the 
researcher, the New York group was asked to list as many 
indicators of quality relating to Cooperative Extension and 
its programs as they could generate without discussion. 
Paper and pencils were provided. When everyone had indi¬ 
cated that they had completed the assignment, each person in 
turn was asked to state aloud one indicator, until everyone 
had exhausted his/her list. As people spoke, the indicator 
was listed on newsprint attached to the walls of the room. 
After all indicators were listed, the group was asked to 
study the list, and suggest indicators that might have been 
overlooked. Two additional indicators were added. 
The researcher then collected the individual worksheets 
and the newsprint. The researcher then thanked the group, 
after which it adjourned. 
Each one-to-one interview and the small-group interview 
was tape recorded and then transcribed verbatim via a word 
processor. The results were edited by the researcher to 
exclude any clues as to the name of the respondent, as well 
as the 'polite dialogue' that is naturally a part of such 
interviews. 
The lists developed by the New York group were trans¬ 
ferred to the word processor file, and were not edited by 
the researcher other than to correct typographical errors 
and misspelled words. 
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Phase II Data Collection 
The results of Phase I were then reproduced as hardcopy 
and mailed to each of three adult educators who had agreed 
to serve as expert judges. The judges were selected for 
their experience in adult education, both with Cooperative 
Extension and with other programs. All three judges were 
currently working in a University setting. All three had 
completed graduate work at the doctoral level in adult 
education. They were instructed to either circle, or mark 
with a highlighter, those words or phrases that they con¬ 
sidered indicators of quality. A postage-paid, envelope 
addressed to the researcher was also enclosed to facilitate 
return. Credentials of the judges are in Appendix A. 
Instrument Development 
All three expert judges returned the interviews, either 
underlining, circling, or highlighting words or phrases that 
appeared, in their opinion, to be indicators of quality. 
These were transcribed by the researcher to a computer file 
for each judge. The results were computer printed on index 
cards. Each card included a notation as to which judge had 
identified the word or phrase. In the majority of cases, 
two of three judges identified the same item. The index 
cards were manually sorted by the researcher into cate¬ 
gories. A first sort was made based on the categories used 
in the Ohio Study: information, agent, method, and program. 
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This sort resulted in more than one-third of the cards not 
clearly fitting into one category or fitting into more than 
one category. 
A second sort was made using an evaluation model widely 
used in Cooperative Extension, Bennett’s Hierarchy. This 
model is based on seven categories of criteria for evalua¬ 
ting Cooperative Extension programs, and according to 
Bennett (1975) reflect a seven-link chain of events. 
Additionally, the model or hierarchy offers guidance in 
selecting evidence to document each level. 
Bennett described the sequence of events as follows: 
First in the chain is inputs. the resources 
expended by Extension. These inputs produce 
activities that involve people who have reactions, 
pro and con. People involved may change their 
knowledge, attitudes, skills, and aspirations. 
(KASA). Practice change occurs when people apply 
their KASA change to working and living. What 
follows from these practice changes are end 
results. Such results should include accomplish¬ 
ing ultimate aims of the Extension program (p. 7). 
These seven links are shown as a hierarchy below: 
7. End Results 
6. Practice Change 
5. KASA Change 
4. Reactions 
3. People Involvement 
2. Activities 
1. Inputs 
The indicators identified by the panel of judges were 
manually sorted by the researcher into these seven categor- 
77 
ies, where it appeared that there was a better fit with less 
ambiguity over categories than the attempt to classify by 
the Ohio categories. In other words, placement of the 
indicators was more direct, with less hesitation occurring. 
This sort resulted in 65 statements. A comparison of these 
statements with those resulting from the Ohio Study, as well 
as those noted in the review of literature resulted nine 
statements being added for a total of 74 statements. These 
were arranged in order of Bennett's Hierarchy. 
Further study revealed that some statements duplicated 
others in concept. Elimination of duplicates resulted in a 
final draft of 59 questions. The instrument was then pre¬ 
tested with six people. Follow-up discussion with each 
person confirmed that one question was not clear in meaning. 
That question was dropped, leaving a total of 58 statements 
as potential indicators of quality. 
Instrument Format 
Based on suggestions by Dillman (1978) and Sudman and 
Bradburn (1986) , attention was paid to the format and 
appearance of the questionnaire. The questionnaire was 
prepared on a word processor, a master copy laser printed 
and three versions printed by offset. Version one for 
participants (Appendix B) was printed on white paper with 
blue ink; version two for key volunteers (Appendix C) was 
printed on ivory paper with blue ink. Four demographic 
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variables focusing on frequency of interaction with Coopera¬ 
tive Extension were identical for both versions one and two. 
A third version for staff (Appendix D), with demogra¬ 
phic variables relating to length of tenure with Cooperative 
Extension and programmatic responsibilities, was printed on 
white paper in blue ink. All three versions were printed in 
booklet format, on 11 x 17 inch paper folded to 8 1/2 x 11 
inches. Each questionnaire was sequentially numbered by 
using an automatic handstamper, in the upper right hand 
corner of the first page, which corresponded to a numbered 
master list. 
A basic cover letter was adapted for each of the three 
groups, and reproduced on formal Cooperative Extension/ 
University of Massachusetts letterhead. Each letter was 
individually signed in blue ink by the researcher. As 
recommended in various texts, specific mention of the num¬ 
bering system was made in the cover letter. 
A postage-paid, pre-addressed return envelope was 
included with the cover letter and questionnaire to each 
person. The delivery envelope had as a return address the 
University of Massachusetts, rather than the more normal 
Cooperative Extension return address which is distinctive. 
This choice of envelopes was made to intrigue the addressee 
into immediately opening the envelope, rather than identify 
ing it as a Cooperative Extension mailing and setting it 
aside to be read later. Regular postage stamps, rather than 
the official government mail permit indicia or postage meter 
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mark were used to make the envelope more interesting. Due 
to the size of the mailing, computer labels with the 
respondent's name and address were used. Quality computer 
printing was used to avoid an overly computerized appear¬ 
ance . 
Two days after the deadline for return of the question 
naire, post cards (Appendix E) were sent to those who had 
not responded, with an extended deadline to encourage 
response. 
Tabulation and Analysis of Data 
Upon receipt of completed questionnaires, the corre¬ 
sponding names on the master list were deleted. Data were 
entered into microcomputer version 4 of SYSAT, which is an 
outgrowth of statistical routines developed over a ten year 
period for mainframe and mini computers. A Zenith 386 
microcomputer was used for all processing of data. 
Tests performed on the data included Analysis of 
Variance, and Factor Analysis, as well as compilation of 
frequencies. All tests were conducted at the .05 level of 
significance. 
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CHAPTER IV 
SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 
This chapter presents data concerning characteristics 
of the respondents by group: users or participants, key 
volunteers, and staff, as well as selected comparisons among 
groups. Summary data for each of the 58 proposed indicators 
of quality are presented, first by combined responses, and 
second, by group response. Further, comparisons and analy¬ 
sis are made among groups. 
Description of the Respondents 
Of the 822 surveys mailed, 335 were returned by the 
extended deadline. In addition, 36 were undeliverable to 
the addressee for reasons such as no forwarding address. 
Thus, of the 786 that were delivered, the 335 represented a 
total response rate of 42.62 percent. 
The initial mailing to users was comprised of 582 
names. All of the undeliverable mail came from this group, 
reducing the base number to 546. One hundred and eighty- 
three responses were received, for a user response rate of 
33.51 percent. 
Key volunteers, i.e. , members of county Boards of 
Trustees, numbered 126. Of these, 63 returned completed 
surveys, for a response rate of 50 percent. Of the 114 
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county staff who were employed at the time of the survey, 89 
responded for a response rate of 78.07 percent. 
Characteristics of Users and Key Volunteers 
Both users and key volunteers were queried on three 
common items: the frequency of contact that they estimated 
that they had with Cooperative Extension on a monthly basis, 
an estimate of the number of years during which they had had 
contact with Cooperative Extension, and the program area 
from which they were most likely to receive information. 
In the discussion and tables that follow, the results are 
organized by question, with the responses by users and key 
volunteers described separately, and then compared. In 
addition, descriptive relationships between the questions 
for both user and key volunteer are presented. 
As Table 1 (page 109) indicates, 36.5 percent of users 
had contact with Cooperative Extension less than once a 
month, while 37 percent had contact with Cooperative Exten¬ 
sion at least once a month. Just over 20 percent of the 
respondents reported that they interacted with Cooperative 
Extension two to five times per month. Contact could take 
the form of telephone inquiries, receipt of a newsletter, 
participation in a meeting, etc. 
Key volunteers tend to have more frequent monthly 
contact with Cooperative Extension than users, with nearly 
85 percent reporting interaction once a month or more, and 
almost 20 percent indicating contact more than five times 
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per month as shown in Table 1. Key volunteers appeared to 
be twice as likely to contact Extension two or more times a 
month than users. 
In response to the question, "How long do you estimate 
that you have used Cooperative Extension programs or ser¬ 
vices? , almost 28 percent of the users indicated more than 
twenty years. Twenty-two percent reported involvement over 
a six to ten year time span, and just under twenty percent 
listed 11 to 20 years. Table 2 (page 109) shows the fre¬ 
quency and the percentage, with just under one-half of the 
respondents reporting contact of more than ten years, and 
11.5 percent reporting less than two years association with 
Cooperative Extension. 
More than 50 percent of the key volunteers responding 
had been involved with Cooperative Extension more than 
twenty years, and only four people reported less than two 
years involvement as detailed in Table 2. Users are twice 
as likely to have been involved with Cooperative Extension 
for less than ten years than are key volunteers. During the 
period covered by this study, Cooperative Extension in 
Massachusetts functioned programmatically in five areas: 
Agriculture, Home Economics, 4-H, Community Development and 
Natural Resources, and Expanded Food and Nutrition Educa¬ 
tion. With only a few exceptions, all field staff were 
assigned to one of these areas. Both information dissemina¬ 
tion (responding to telephone questions, newsletters) and 
program delivery (workshops, seminars, meetings) were gener- 
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ally organized by program area. Clientele interacted with 
Cooperative Extension within this framework; to many 
clientele or users, they considered a program area a 
'department.' 
Table 3 (page 110) shows the program areas from which 
users and key volunteers reported that they were most likely 
to receive information and program announcements. The 
majority (84 percent) of users receive information from the 
three traditional areas: Agriculture—40 percent, Home 
Economics—23 percent, and 4-H—19 percent. The small 
percentage of responses for Community Development and 
Expanded Food and Nutrition Education is not unusual in 
light of the fact that these program areas are newer within 
Cooperative Extension and have fewer staff, and therefore, 
offer proportionally less programming than other program 
areas. 
Key volunteers from the program areas of Agriculture, 
Home Economics, and 4-H account for nearly 94 percent of 
those responding as shown in Table 3. In general, there is 
considerable similarity between users and key volunteers, 
although a slightly higher percentage of key volunteers 
align with Agriculture than do users. 
As shown in Table 4, (page 111) frequency of contact by 
users on a monthly basis ranging from less than once a month 
to two to five times per month was reported similarly by 
those associated with Cooperative Extension for six or more 
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years. Contact with Cooperative Extension once a month was 
the frequency most often reported across all program areas. 
Key volunteers, with their longer association with 
Cooperative Extension, tended to report more frequent con¬ 
tact with Extension on a monthly basis as number of years 
increase as seen in Table 5 (page 111) . However, this may 
be due in part to their responsibilities as Board members, 
particularly attendance at Board meetings. 
Table 6 (page 112) shows the relationship of contacts 
per month to program area association for users. In terms 
of contacts per month, users associated with Agriculture, 
Home Economics, CRD/NR, and EFNEP appear to be similar in 
contact less than once per month with Cooperative Extension. 
More users associated with 4-H were somewhat more likely to 
report contact with Cooperative Extension two to five times 
per month (45 percent) and more than five times per month 
than those in other program areas. 
Key volunteers, as shown in Table 7, (page 112) were 
more likely to have contact once a month or more, regardless 
of program area. Those affiliated with Agriculture tended 
to show the widest range of frequency of contact. 
Of users responding, over 50 percent of those asso¬ 
ciated with Agriculture, Home Economics and 4-H reported 
contact with Cooperative Extension for 11 or more years. 
Users of Community Development and the Expanded Food and 
Nutrition programs were most likely to report association 
for three to five years. Table 8 (page 113) details the 
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relationship for users between program area involvement and 
years of contact with Cooperative Extension. 
Years of contact by program area for key volunteers is 
shown in Table 9 (page 114). While there are differences by 
program area, 66 to 100 percent of the key volunteers, 
regardless of program area, have been involved with Coopera¬ 
tive Extension for 11 or more years. 
Characteristics of Staff 
Less than eight percent of the 88 staff who responded 
were employed by Cooperative Extension for two years or 
less, as shown in Table 10 (page 115). The majority of 
staff have been employed by Cooperative Extension in 
Massachusetts or in other states for more than three years, 
with 24 percent for six to ten years. Nearly 15 percent had 
been employed for more than 20 years. 
As indicated in Table 11, (page 115) the majority of 
staff are assigned to three of the five program areas, with 
29.5 percent each in Home Economics and 4-H, and 27.3 per¬ 
cent in Agriculture. Only eight percent of staff are 
employed in the CRD/NR program area, and just under six 
percent in the Expanded Food and Nutrition Education pro¬ 
gram . 
A profile of staff by the major of their highest degree 
is shown in Table 12 (page 116) . Almost 23 percent of staff 
have their highest degree in education, followed by 21 
percent of staff who have their highest degree in agricul- 
86 
ture. Home Economics was the major for 19 percent of the 
staff for their highest degree, with 11 percent of the staff 
reporting that their last degree was in the social sciences. 
Eight percent of the staff reported that natural sciences 
was the focus of their most recent degree, as did the same 
percent for a business degree. 
When staff tenure or length of service is compared by 
program area, the majority of staff in each program area 
have been employed by Cooperative Extension for six or more 
years. As shown in Table 13, (page 116) 35 percent of the 
Home Economics staff responding have been employed for three 
to five years and 44 percent of the 4-H staff. The overall 
Pr°file of field staff in Massachusetts has been influenced 
in recent years by a significant number of retirements by 
Agriculture staff, as well as budget constraints which have 
restricted filling of vacant positions. 
Table 14 (page 117) shows that there is a slight trend 
for those with less than five years of employment to have 
degrees in education or the social sciences. The diversity 
of degrees is most evident among staff employed in the six 
to ten year and the 11 to 20 year ranges. 
Table 15 (page 118) shows that staff assigned to Agri¬ 
culture and Home Economics program areas are the most likely 
to have their highest degrees in agriculture or home econo¬ 
mics. Staff in 4-H have the widest range of academic 
backgrounds, with a majority having their highest degree in 
education or the social sciences. 
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Results of Phase ITT 
Rating of the Importance of the Proposed Indicator: 
Although no specific hypotheses were formulated for 
this study, several related questions were addressed. 
First, how can indicators of quality in non-formal adult 
education be identified or developed? Can a method be 
developed that is not overly complicated, with the potential 
for use by other adult educators? Second, what do partici¬ 
pants or users, key volunteers, and staff perceive as indi¬ 
cators of quality in non-formal adult education programs. 
Third, to what extent do users, key volunteers and staff 
agree or disagree on indicators of quality for an adult 
education program? 
Phase III of this research focused on questions two and 
three. As discussed earlier, 58 potential indicators of 
quality had resulted from Phases I and II. Phase III was 
designed to further identify those indicators of most impor¬ 
tance to participants or users, key volunteers and staff, 
and to ascertain the differences in importance, if any, 
between and among the three groups. 
Table 16 (pages 119 & 120) lists the 58 proposed 
indicators in the order they were presented on the ques¬ 
tionnaires. This order is based primarily on Bennett's 
Hierarchy, the evaluation model discussed previously on page 
84. The mean score combined for all respondents is pre 
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sented first, followed by mean scores for each subgroup: 
users, key volunteers, and staff. The last column lists the 
level of significance resulting from the analysis of var- 
iance. A level of .05 or less indicates that there is a 
significant difference in the mean rating for that indicator 
among the three subgroups. For 25 items, or 43.1 percent, 
there is an apparent significant difference among the three 
groups on the importance of the items. 
Table 17 (pages 121 & 122) ranks the 58 proposed indi¬ 
cators in the order of importance resulting from the mean 
score of total responses, from highest to lowest. Division 
of the items, based on this ranking, has been made into four 
quartiles. The fourth and first quartile contain 15 items 
each, and the middle two quartiles contain 14 items each, as 
an arbitrary division of the 58 items. 
Table 18 (pages 123 & 124) lists the item number and 
the mean score for each by total response, and by subgroup, 
in descending order of importance. Examination of this 
table shows that of the ten indicators rated highest by each 
group, six indicators were the same (items 1, 19, 17, 8, 45, 
and 20). However, of these six, two (items 19 and 17) were 
identified as varying significantly between groups. 
This apparent contradiction may be explained in part by 
examination of the means by group. It appears that as a 
group, staff rated most items slightly higher in importance 
than did the other two groups. For example, item number 19 
received a mean score of 4.816 from staff, 4.583 from key 
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volunteers, and 4.551 from clientele; these scores placed 
"Information is accurate and reliable" second in combined 
responses, first by staff, and second by both users and key 
volunteers. Analysis of variance indicated that differences 
based on the means are significant. 
By ranks based on mean scores, item 17, "Information is 
current, was placed third in the users' group, tied for 
second in the staff group, and fourth in the key volunteer 
group. The mean scores range from a high of 4.685 from 
staff to a low of 4.434 by users. Again, analysis of vari¬ 
ance indicated that there was a significant difference among 
the three groups; however, the mean scores of each group 
place the item as one of the top three tending to nullify 
the apparent significant difference. 
Based on the mean scores of each group, three further 
items are placed in the top ten of each group. The mean 
scores of staff and users placed item 33 ("Programs are 
designed to meet the needs of people") and item 44 ("Ques¬ 
tions are handled in a timely manner") in top ten, while 
staff and key volunteers agreed on item 12 ("Program is 
credible") as one of the top ten indicators. 
If this examination of rankings by mean score is 
extended to the top quartile of items (15) , the scores of 
each of the three groups resulted in nine items or 60 per¬ 
cent in the fourth quartile. Items in the fourth quartile, 
in order of rank importance are: 
- Staff are competent in their technical area of 
expertise 
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- Information is accurate and reliable 
- Information is current 
- Staff have good communication skills 
Answers to questions are understandable 
- Programs are designed to meet the needs of people 
- Staff clearly explain ideas and concepts 
- People gain new knowledge as a result of the program 
- Program is credible 
- Staff are creative and resourceful 
- Questions are handled in a timely manner 
- Clientele receive value 
- Staff are effective teachers 
- Staff strive for excellence 
- Cooperative Extension addresses problems of real 
concern 
Mean scores of users and staff resulted in agreement on 
two further items; scores of users and key volunteers 
resulted in common placement of three additional items, and 
scores of key volunteers and staff provided further agree¬ 
ment on additional one item. 
Scores of users and key volunteers resulted in item 4, 
"staff are creative and resourceful," being in the top 
quartile, while scores of key volunteers and staff resulted 
in "Clientele receive value," "People gain new knowledge as 
a result of the program," and "Staff are effective teachers" 
being in the top quartile. 
Of the fourteen items in the third quartile, only one 
indicator had mean scores by all three groups that placed it 
in the third quartile. Mean scores of users and staff 
placed seven indicators or 50 percent in the third quartile, 
while mean scores of key volunteers and staff placed 21 
percent in the third quartile. Scores of users and key 
volunteers resulted in four items or 28 percent agreement in 
the third quartile. 
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The mean scores of three groups placed three items, or 
21 percent, in the second quartile, while scores of users 
and staff placed five of 14 items in this quartile. Mean 
scores of key volunteers and staff did not result in any 
additional indicators in common beyond the three common to 
all groups. The mean scores of users and key volunteers 
resulted in three indicators in common in this quartile. 
The first quartile of 15 items exhibited the same 
consistency of agreement among the three groups based on 
rankings of mean scores as seen in the top quartile. Of the 
15 items with the lowest combined mean scores, 10 items (66 
percent) had mean scores that resulted in the first quartile 
of each of the three groups. They were: 
- Staff have good academic credentials 
- Learners assist in planning programs 
- Staff and clientele jointly decide goals and 
objectives 
- Audiences participate actively 
- Local people assist in directing the program 
- Community leaders assist in delivering the program 
- Participants often attend other Cooperative Extension 
programs 
- People change attitudes as a result of the program 
- Personal or business financial status improves as a 
result of Cooperative Extension. 
Of these, two received the lowest scores by total mean 
responses. One, "Participants often attend other Coopera¬ 
tive Extension programs," was rated 2.448 by staff, the 
lowest of all scores and 2.836, the lowest score by key 
volunteers. 
Another way to compare the scores is to look at the 
ranges of scores in the first quartile of items, ranked on 
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the mean scores of the total responses. The mean scores for 
the combined responses ranged from a high of 4.639 to a low 
of 4.168 for the top 15 items. The range of participant 
scores was 4.633 to 4.105 and for key volunteers, 4.587 to 
4.177. Staff scores ranged from 4.816 to 4.326, a somewhat 
higher range than the other two groups. 
Figure 1 (page 125) shows the frequency of items by 
range of mean scores. This supports the earlier observation 
that staff tended to rate potential indicators slightly 
higher, or more important than did users or key volunteers. 
For example, staff rated seven indicators at 4.5 or higher, 
compared to two items each by users and key volunteers. A 
Likert scale was used, with 5 = extremely important, 4 = 
very important, 3 = important, 2 = slightly important, and 1 
= not important. The lowest score was 2.448, or somewhat 
above slightly important. In other words, no indicator was 
rated 'not important.' 
Discussion and Interpretation of Items 
Showing a Significant Difference in Mean Scores 
This section is an exploration of possible reasons for 
the apparent significant differences observed as a result of 
the analysis of variance. Indicators are discussed in the 
order of importance as determined by the overall mean score 
of the total responses shown in Table 23. The indicator 
under discussion is in each instance underlined preceding 
the pertinent text, followed by the probability score that 
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indicates an apparent significant difference among the three 
groups. 
Information is accurate and reliable: (Significant 
difference probability: 0.004). Rated the highest by staff 
with a mean score of 4.816, the mean scores of users (4 551) 
and key volunteers (4.583) place it second overall. This 
may reflect staff's grounding in the Cooperative Extension 
philosophy of providing objective, research-based informa¬ 
tion, often stated as part of Cooperative Extension's 
mission. 
Information is current: (Significant difference proba¬ 
bility: 0.008). This indicator was deemed more important 
by staff, with a mean of 4.685 than by key volunteers 
(4.377) , although the mean scores of each group ranked it 
third in overall importance. Again, staff are encouraged to 
stay up to date in their professional fields, through 
Cooperative Extension sponsored training, advanced graduate 
work and other professional development activities. This 
institutional expectation is specified in job descriptions 
for all professional staff. Thus, it is logical to expect 
that staff would rate this indicator higher. Also, users 
expect staff to have current information, as staff are 
closer to sources of information at universities. 
Programs are designed to meet the_needs—of—people . 
(Significant Difference probability: 0.035). Mean scores 
of the three groups resulted this item being ranked in the 
fourth quartile, with staff (4.539) assigning more impor- 
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One tance than users (4.335) or key volunteers (4.222) 
interpretation of this that the Cooperative Extension pro¬ 
gram development process stresses "needs assessment." 
Program is credible: (Significant Difference probabil¬ 
ity: 0.003). Staff rated this indicator 4.5 or midway 
between extremely important and very important, higher than 
users and key volunteers. It may be that the word credible 
may demand a more subjective judgment than other potential 
indicators. Also, staff may have the strongest investment 
in whether a program is credible or not. 
Questions—are handled in a timely manner: (Significant 
Difference probability: 0.010). Again, the staff mean 
score at 4.461 was higher than key volunteers at 4.177 and 
users at 4.170. One explanation for this difference is that 
staff may think that the public expects a quick response to 
requests for information, and therefore, staff rated this as 
a more important indicator of quality. It should be noted 
that the mean scores of this indicator ranked it in the top 
quartile by all three groups. 
Clientele receive value: (Significant difference 
probability: 0.012). The staff mean score of 4.452 was 
higher than the mean scores of key volunteers and users at 
4.153 and 4.146 respectively. This is also a subjective 
item. However, staff may rate it higher in importance due 
to the nature of Cooperative Extension as a non-formal adult 
education program within the formal higher education system 
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funded by the state, competing for recognition, status and 
funding with other academic programs of the university. 
St_aff are effective teachers: (Significant difference 
probability: 0.009). Users rated this lower at 4.090 than 
did key volunteers at 4.274 and staff at 4.427. This may 
be due to the nature of the interaction users have with 
Cooperative Extension, which was not explored in detail in 
this study. The frequency of contact that the majority of 
users have with Cooperative Extension based on responses in 
this study was once a month or less. That contact may have 
been through the relatively impersonal method of a newslet¬ 
ter, a telephone inquiry, or a workshop. In the first two 
methods, the user may not see the producer of the newsletter 
or the person who answers the phone question as an educator 
or teacher. In other words, the user may have an image of 
"effective teacher" that is founded on secondary education 
experience, which the type of contact with Cooperative 
Extension does not match. 
Staff strive for excellence: (Significant difference 
probability: 0.036). Both staff and key volunteers rated 
this potential indicator similarly at 4.300 and 4.326 
respectively, while users rated it 4.075. A possible inter¬ 
pretation may be that since key volunteers are more likely 
to have direct and regular interaction with individual staff 
as well as have the opportunity to hear reports of staff 
achievements, such as papers written and awards received, 
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they can be more cognizant of staff excellence. The major¬ 
ity of users may not have such knowledge. 
Cooperative Extension addresses problem* of real con- 
cern: (Significant difference probability: 0.008). Users 
rated this considerably lower at 4.052 than did key volun¬ 
teers at 4.131 and staff at 4.420. The possible reason for 
the difference is that users may be likely to be involved in 
only one facet of Cooperative Extension, whereas key volun¬ 
teers as members of the county Board that gives guidance to 
Cooperative Extension see the breadth of Extension work. 
Due to the interdisciplinary, issue-based program direction 
Cooperative Extension initiated two years ago, staff are 
most cognizant of the range of problems addressed. 
Program is adequately funded: (Significant difference 
probability: 0.020). Users rated this as 3.981 or slightly 
under very important, while key volunteers at 4.175 and 
staff at 4.333 rated it somewhat higher. This may be due to 
the fact that users are less aware of sources and levels of 
funding than are key volunteers who deal with budgets, or 
staff, who are even more conscious of fiscal resources due 
to several years of limited funding by the Commonwealth. 
Activities suit the topic: (Significant difference 
probability: 0.014). Key volunteers rated this item the 
lowest among the three groups. Although the group scores 
are different, the mean scores placed it in the upper half 
of the third quartile. A possible explanation is that staff 
are more aware of the range of educational methods used. 
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Unsolicited feedback from participants is welrnmp- 
(Significant difference probability: 0.021). Staff placed 
greater importance on this indicator than did key volunteers 
or users. This may be another instance in which the nature 
of the interaction of the user with Cooperative Extension is 
a factor. Also staff may believe that a program that 
receives and acts upon feedback is closer to a quality model 
of program planning process of involving people than one 
that does not. 
Activities suit the audience: (Significant difference 
probability: 0.003). Users and key volunteers concurred 
somewhat on the importance of this item as an indicator of 
quality with mean ratings of 3.952 and 3.934. Staff rated 
it higher at 4.337. The staff perception of the importance 
may reflect their experience in developing programs for a 
wide range of audiences. 
Cooperative Extension programs have positive social and 
economic consequences: (Significant difference probability: 
0.042). Staff deemed this more important at 4.169 than did 
key volunteers at 4.017 and users at the lower 3.865. Mean 
scores by each group place it in the third quartile by staff 
and key volunteers and in the second quartile for users. 
Nationally, since the 1977 Farm Bill, Cooperative Extension 
has been expected to demonstrate the social and economic 
consequences of its programs. Thus, staff and—to a lesser 
extent—key volunteers may be expected to view this mdica- 
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tor as a standard against which to determine the worth of a 
program. 
Participants use the knowledge or skills qa-inoa- 
(Significant difference probability: 0.004). Staff and 
users are closer to agreement on the importance of this 
indicator at 4.180 and 3.925 respectively than they are to 
key volunteers whose mean rating is 3.698. One possible 
interpretation for this variance is that staff and users are 
directly involved with 'knowledge and skills gained,' and 
for whom the indicator may be a more definitive statement. 
However, the mean score ranks in the third quartile for 
staff and in the second quartile for key volunteers. 
Publications and materials are professional in appear¬ 
ance : (Significant difference probability: 0.000). The 
mean score of 4.169 by staff placed this indicator in the 
third quartile, while ratings of key volunteers at 3.750 and 
users at 3.684 placed it in the second quartile. Because 
publications are often used as an academic indicator of 
quality, Cooperative Extension staff, in a University envir¬ 
onment, may place more importance on this indicator than the 
two other groups. 
People learn a new skill: (Significant difference 
probability: 0.010). Users rated this potential indicator 
at 3.937, which placed it in the third quartile. Staff and 
key volunteers rated it 3.685 and 3.548, respectively which 
placed it in the first quartile. Users may attribute more 
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importance to an indicator that is more likely to be within 
their experience. 
The advisory board is representative of the ronununitv: 
(Significant difference probability: 0.048). Key volun¬ 
teers placed slightly more importance on this at 3.942 than 
did staff at 3.791 or users at 3.579. The mean score of key 
volunteers placed it at the top of the second quartile, 
while the other two groups’ scores placed it near the top of 
the lowest quartile. As members of a board very similar to 
an advisory board, key volunteers are naturally concerned 
about the representativeness of their board, which may 
influence their view of this indicator. 
Clientele participate in evaluating programs: (Sig¬ 
nificant difference probability: 0.001). Staff's rating of 
this indicator at 3.989 demonstrated that they considered it 
more important than did users at 3.551 and key volunteers at 
3.426. The strong emphasis Cooperative Extension adminis¬ 
tration places on evaluation of programs is probably the 
reason for the staff's higher score. 
Participants receive personal attention: (Significant 
difference probability: 0.002). At 3.703, users rated this 
indicator slightly higher than key volunteers at 3.689, both 
resulting in placement in the second quartile. However, 
staff's rating of 3.285 was much lower, which placed in the 
first quartile. Users may be, as would be natural, putting 
their personal interest first. Staff, on the other hand, 
recognize that the magnitude of clientele numbers limits 
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their ability to provide personal attention. In fact, staff 
have increasingly turned to training master volunteers who 
are expert in selected topics to provide the personal atten¬ 
tion expected by certain clientele groups. 
There is an active advisory board: (Significant dif¬ 
ference probability: 0.004). Key volunteers, as might be 
expected, placed more emphasis on the importance of this 
indicator at 3.900 than did users at 3.567 and staff at 
3.310. By their membership on the Board of Trustees, key 
volunteers are perhaps more disposed to rate an active board 
as more important. 
People change behavior as a result of the program: 
(Significant difference probability: 0.001). Staff clearly 
rated this indicator as more important at 3.820 than did 
users at 3.341 and key volunteers at 3.217. One of the 
current emphases in Cooperative Extension evaluation is the 
extent to which participants change behavior, which may 
explain the reason for the staff's difference in importance. 
People change attitudes as a result of the program: 
(Significant difference probability: 0.011). Rated at 
3.169 by key volunteers and 3.294 by users, which placed 
this indicator in the lowest guartile as does the higher 
rating of 3.667 by staff. As attitudes are more personal, 
it may be reasonable to think that the public does not 
expect a public educational agency to be responsible for 
changing attitudes. However, staff's higher rating of this 
indicator may be related to attitudes being part of 'KASA', 
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or "knowledge, attitudes, skills and aspirations," the fifth 
level of Bennett's Hierarchy, a major evaluation model for 
Cooperative Extension. 
Community leaders are involved in developing nroqramf 
(Significant difference probability: 0.027). Not unex¬ 
pectedly, the key volunteers placed considerably more 
importance on this indicator at 3.475 than did users at 
3.054 or staff at 3.075. Key volunteers are more probable 
to view themselves as community leaders. In fact, they are 
often selected for membership on the county Board of Trus¬ 
tees for this reason. 
Participants often attend other Cooperative Extension 
programs: (Significant difference: 0.000). As an overall 
measure of importance of the quality of Cooperative Exten¬ 
sion programs, this indicator had the lowest mean score of 
total combined responses. Staff rated it lowest at 2.448, 
while users rated it at 3.155. The consistency of the 
rating, which placed it at the bottom of the first quartile, 
may be due in part to the fact that all three groups have 
strong identities with a particular program component of 
Cooperative Extension. 
Summary of Discussion 
Of the 58 proposed indicators of quality, there was an 
apparent significant difference in the way that the three 
groups viewed the importance of 25 indicators. While mean 
scores indicated a difference in the perceived importance, 
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ranks based on the mean scores indicated that there was a 
considerable degree of consistency among the three groups or 
between pairs of groups. 
Results of Factor Analysis 
In an attempt to compare the model of Bennett's Hier¬ 
archy with the questionnaire results, factor analysis was 
used. Since Bennett's Hierarchy has seven levels, seven 
factors were predicted. In the first run, the component 
loadings resulted in the identification of only one factor, 
which contained all but two indicators. A second, rotated 
analysis was made, resulting in the identification of six 
factors which are discussed in the following section. 
Factor 1: This factor may be described as "information 
delivery/communication process." It includes the following 
13 indicators, with an eigenvalue of 24.065: 
7. Staff are effective teachers 
8. Staff have good communication skills 
17. Information is current 
19. Information is accurate and reliable 
20. Staff clearly explain ideas and concepts 
25. Goals and objectives are stated clearly 
26. Goals and objectives are stated in advance 
28. Activities suit topic 
29. Activities suit audience 
41. Participants are positive about program 
43. Unsolicited feedback is welcome 
45. Answers are understandable 
48. People gain new knowledge 
On examination, this factor encompasses components 
relating to educational methodology (7, 28, 29, 48); infor 
mation as information dissemination (17, 19, 45); and 
information as a precursor to learning (25, 26). The inter 
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active nature of information delivery and learning (8, 20, 
41, 43) are also dimensions of this factor. Compared to 
Bennett's Hierarchy, this factor includes part of level two, 
'Activities' and level four, 'Reactions.' 
Factor 2. This factor clearly centers on "people 
involvement," the third level of Bennett's Hierarchy. The 
12 indicators, with an eigenvalue of 3.326, which comprise 
this factor are: 
22. Learners are able to try what's being taught 
23. Learners assist in planning programs 
24. Clientele participate in evaluating programs 
27. Staff and clientele jointly decide goals and 
objectives 
31. Audiences participate actively 
32. Program builds on participants' experience and 
expertise 
34. Local people assist in directing the program 
35. There is an active advisory board 
36. The advisory board is representative of the com¬ 
munity 
37. Learners feel involved 
38. Community leaders are involved in developing 
programs 
39. Community leaders assist in delivering programs 
Types of involvement range from the personal learning 
situation (22, 31) to the more external environment of the 
community (36, 38, 39). 
Factor 3. This factor, while comprised of only five 
indicators, is based on "end results," the seventh level of 
Bennett’s Hierarchy. With an eigenvalue of 2.451, this 
factor includes the following indicators. 
53. Cooperative Extension addresses problems of real 
55. Participants feel confident in skills lear 
56. Quality of life for individuals and families 
improves as a result of Extension 
57 Personal or business financial status improves 
a result of Cooperative Extension 
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58. Cooperative Extension programs have positive 
social and economic consequences 
Although "Participants feel confident in skills 
learned" may also be considered at the fifth level (KASA) of 
Bennett’s Hierarchy, the expression of confidence moves it 
toward the higher seventh category of end results. 
Factor 4. Other studies have shown 'reputation' to be 
an indicator of quality in higher education. Five indica¬ 
tors were identified as comprising this factor with an 
eigenvalue of 2.095. They can be described as "organiza¬ 
tional reputation." They are: 
2. Staff have good academic credentials 
11. Program has a good reputation 
12. Program is credible 
14. Publications and materials are professional in 
appearance 
16. Program meets recognized standards 
21. Programs carry out mission of Cooperative Exten¬ 
sion 
The characteristics of these indicators may be 
described as aspects of reputation, or status of the organ¬ 
ization. Although 'staff have good academic credentials' is 
apparently misplaced in its alignment with "organizational 
reputation," academic credentials of the faculty are often 
part of an institution's reputation. Although this factor 
is not as clearly linked to Bennett's Hierarchy, a case can 
be made for a relationship to the fourth level, reactions. 
Factor 5. Six indicators were identified as components 
of this factor with an eigenvalue of 1.626. They are: 
46. Participants often attend other Cooperative Exten¬ 
sion programs 
47. People change attitudes as a result of the program 
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49. People report that they have learned something 
that they intend to use later 
50. People learn a new skill 
51. Participants use the knowledge or skills gained 
52. People change behavior as a result of the program 
The indicators forming this factor are comparable to 
level five on the Hierarchy which is called KASA for know¬ 
ledge, attitudes, skills and aspirations. 'Attending other 
programs' and '. . . learned something to use later' may be 
considered aspirations. Thus, this factor can be called 
KASA. 
Factor 6. This factor, with an eigenvalue of 1.447, 
was heavily weighted toward personal staff characteristics 
with the following indicators: 
3. Staff are dynamic and enthusiastic 
4. Staff are creative and resourceful 
5. Staff are empathetic and caring 
10. Staff provide leadership to solve problems 
15. Program is adequately funded 
Therefore, this factor may be identified as 'personal 
characteristics of staff.' Although item 15, 'program is 
adequately funded' is not a personal staff characteristic, 
another framework for this factor is that of Bennett's 
Hierarchy's first level consists of inputs or resources. 
Staff resources often constitute 80-90 percent of 
Cooperative Extension's budget, so in that context, it is 
congruent. It is interesting to note that these personal 
characteristics are more subjective in nature than the more 
objective indicator 'staff have good academic credentials,' 
which is a component aligned with organizational reputation. 
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Reliability tests using Cronbach's coefficient alpha 
were performed for each factor. The scores for each factor 
are shown below: 
1. information delivery/communication process - 0.891 
2. people involvement - 0.908 
3. end results - 0.871 
4. organizational reputation - 0.793 
5. knowledge, attitudes, skills and aspirations - 
0.859 
5. personal characteristics of staff - 0.713 
These scores were slightly higher than the reliability 
scores for the four sub-scales on the Young and Cunningham 
instrument at the same stage of development. For the sub¬ 
scales, the scores ranged from 0.700 to 0.850. 
Summary of Factor Analysis 
While seven factors were predicted, rotated varimax 
factor analysis resulted in six factors, all of which were 
shown to be related directly or indirectly to Bennett's 
Hierarchy, the evaluation model on which the indicators were 
organized. The factors are summarized as 
1. information delivery/communication process 
2. people involvement 
3. end results 
4. organizational reputation 
5. knowledge, attitudes, skills and aspirations 
6. personal characteristics of staff 
When compared to the four factors identified in the 
Ohio Study, only two factors in this study are similar. 
Factor 1, ’information delivery/communication process,' is 
similar to 'information' in the Ohio Study, although it is 
not possible to compare the specific items in the factors. 
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Factor 6, 'personal characteristics of staff’ is similar to 
'agent,' a factor in the Ohio Study. Reliability scores for 
each of the six factors ranged from 0.713 to 0.908. 
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TABLE 1 FREQUENCY OF CONTACT BY USERS AND KEY VOLUNTEERS 
WITH COOPERATIVE EXTENSION 
FREQUENCY USERS 
Number Percent 
KEY VOLUNTEERS 
Number Percent 
Less than once a month 66 36.5% 10 15.9% 
Once a month 67 37.0% 17 27.0% 
Two to five times a month 39 21.5% 24 38.1% 
More than five times a month 9 5.0% 12 19.0% 
181 100.0% 63 100.0% 
TABLE 2 YEARS OF CONTACT BY USERS AND KEY VOLUNTEERS WITH 
COOPERATIVE EXTENSION 
YEARS USERS KEY VOLUNTEERS 
Number Percent Number Percent 
Less than one year 4 2.2% 1 1.6% 
One to two years 17 9.3% 3 4.8% 
Three to five years 34 18.6% 10 15.9% 
Six to ten years 41 22.4% 2 3.2% 
Eleven to twenty years 36 19.7% 14 22.2% 
More than twenty years 51 27.9% 33 52.4% 
183 100.0% 63 100 • 0-6 
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TABLE 3 PROGRAM AREA FROM WHICH USERS AND KEY VOLUNTEERS 
ARE MOST LIKELY TO RECEIVE INFORMATION 
PROGRAM AREA USERS 
Number Percent 
KEY VOLUNTEERS 
Number Percent 
Agriculture 74 40.9% 30 47.6% 
Home Economics 43 23.8% 14 22.2% 
4-H 35 19.3% 15 23.8% 
Community Resource Develop. 16 8.8% 3 4.8% 
Expanded Food & Nutrition 13 7.2% 1 1.6% 
181 100.0% 63 100.0% 
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TABLE 6 FREQUENCY OF CONTACT BY PROGRAM AREA 
COOPERATIVE EXTENSION BY USERS WITH 
PROGRAM 
AREA 
CONTACTS PER MONTH 
<1 1 - - 2 3 - 
- 5 5> TOTAL 
AGRIC 30 41% 22 30% 18 25% 3 4% 73 100% 
HOME ECON 17 40% 21 49% 4 9% 1 2% 43 100% 
4 - H 3 9% 13 37% 14 40% 5 14% 35 100% 
CRD/NR 9 60% 4 27% 2 13% 0 0% 15 100% 
EFNEP 6 46% 7 54% 0 0% 0 0% 13 100% 
TABLE 7 FREQUENCY OF CONTACT BY PROGRAM AREA BY KEY 
VOLUNTEERS WITH COOPERATIVE EXTENSION 
PROGRAM 
AREA 
CONTACTS PER MONTH 
1 - 2 3 - 5 5> TOTAL 
AGRIC 6 20% 9 30% 8 27% 7 23% 30 100% 
HOME ECON 2 14% 1 7% 8 57% 3 21% 14 100% 
4 - H 2 13% 5 33% 7 47% 1 7% 15 100% 
CRD/NR 0 0% 2 67% 0 0% 1 33% 3 100% 
EFNEP 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 1 100% 
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TABLE 10 STAFF EMPLOYMENT BY YEARS OF 
COOPERATIVE EXTENSION 
SERVICE IN 
YEARS Number Percent 
Less than one 2 2.2% 
One to two 5 5.6% 
Three to five 20 22.5% 
Six to ten 27 30.3% 
Eleven to twenty 22 24.7% 
More than twenty 13 14.6% 
89 100.0% 
TABLE 11 ASSIGNMENT OF STAFF BY PROGRAM AREA 
PROGRAM AREA Number Percent 
Agriculture 24 27.3% 
Home Economics 26 29.5% 
4-H 26 29.5% 
CRD/NR 7 8.0% 
EFNEP 5 5.7% 
-i O. 88 100.0% 
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TABLE 12 PROFILE OF STAFF BY HIGHEST DEGREE MAJOR 
DEGREE Number Percent 
Agriculture 19 21.3% 
Home Economics 17 19.1% 
Education 20 22.5% 
Social Sciences 11 12.4% 
Natural Sciences 8 9.0% 
Business 8 9.0% 
Humanities 4 4.5% 
Other 2 2.2% 
89 100.0% 
TABLE 13 STAFF TENURE BY PROGRAM AREA 
! PROGRAM AREA 
YEARS AGRIC. 
HOME 
ECONOMICS 4 
-H CRD/NR EFNEP 
1 or less 1 4% 0 0% 1 4% 0 0% 0 0% 
1 to 2 1 4% 1 4% 2 8% 1 14% 0 0% 
3 to 5 4 17% 9 35% 5 19% 0 0% 1 20% 
6 to 10 8 33% 3 12% 11 42% 2 29% 3 60% 
11 to 20 5 21% 8 31% 5 19% 3 43% 1 20% 
More than 20 5 21% 5 19% 2 8% 
A AO. 
1 14% 0 
c 
0% 
1 AA9- 24 100% 26 100% 26 100% 7 100% 5 100% 
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TABLE 14 PROFILE OF STAFF BY HIGHEST DEGREE MAJOR 
OF EMPLOYMENT AND YEARS 
YEARS OF EMPLOYMENT 
MAJOR OF 
HIGHEST DEGREE <1 1-2 3-5 6-10 11-20 20> TOTAL 
Agriculture 0 0 3 6 4 6 19 
Horae Economics 0 0 7 3 4 3 17 
Education 0 1 6 4 5 4 20 
Social Sciences 1 4 1 4 1 0 11 
Natural Sciences 1 0 1 3 3 0 8 
Business 0 0 0 5 3 0 8 
Humanities 0 0 0 2 2 0 4 
Other 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
2 5 20 27 22 13 89 
117 
DEGREE MAJOR AND TABLE 15 PROFILE OF STAFF BY HIGHEST 
ASSIGNED PROGRAM AREA 
ASSIGNED PROGRAM AREA 
m\JUK Ur 
HIGHEST DEGREE AGRIC. 
HOME 
ECON. 4-H CRD/NR EFNEP TOTAL 
Agriculture 16 0 2 1 • 0 19 
Home Economics 0 14 3 0 0 17 
Education 3 7 8 1 1 20 
Social Sciences 1 1 7 1 1 11 
Natural Sciences 3 0 1 3 1 8 
Business 0 1 4 1 2 8 
Humanities 1 2 1 0 0 4 
Other 0 1 0 0 0 1 
24 26 26 7 5 88 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION 
This chapter includes a summary of the study purpose, 
procedures and results. Further, conclusions are drawn from 
both the process and the results. Finally, recommendations 
for further study are offered. 
Summary 
The issue of quality is not a new one to education. 
Accreditation practices, studies by national and regional 
educational organizations, and graduate dissertations are 
among the tangible outcomes of the continuing interest in 
the indicators of quality of education in the United States. 
However, there is apparently little evidence of organized 
attention directed to the issue of quality in non-formal 
adult education. 
The problem with which this study has been concerned is 
the apparent absence of attention in the literature to the 
quality of adult education, specifically how indicators of 
quality can be identified or developed. The major purpose 
of this study was to develop an operational definition of 
quality in non-formal adult education by testing a method 
for the development of indicators. A second purpose has 
been to identify quality indicators as perceived by parti¬ 
cipants or users, key volunteers, and staff in a specific 
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adult education program, Cooperative Extension. A third 
purpose has been to ascertain the degree to which these 
three groups agree or disagree on the indicators. 
The research design consisted of three phases. First, 
individual and group interviews were conducted with ten 
staff, seven participants, and eight key volunteers in New 
York state and Massachusetts to identify potential indica¬ 
tors of quality. For Phase II, the transcribed interviews 
were reviewed by a panel of three experienced adult educa¬ 
tors to identify the statements of indicators, which were 
combined with indicators from the literature into a survey 
instrument containing 58 potential indicators of quality. 
The third phase consisted of administering the survey 
instrument by mail to three groups involved with Cooperative 
Extension in the state of Massachusetts. The total popula¬ 
tion of the membership of county Boards of Trustees, or 126 
individuals comprised one group, key volunteers. A system¬ 
atic random sample drawn from mailing lists maintained by 
six of the 14 county Cooperative Extension offices resulted 
in the names of 582 participants or users of Cooperative 
Extension. All county or field-based Cooperative Extension 
professional staff, totaling 114 at the time of the survey, 
constituted the staff sample. 
After undeliverable mail was considered, the response 
rate was as follows: 183 users, or 33.51 percent; 63 key 
volunteers, or 50 percent; and 89 professional staff, or 
78.07 percent. The total response rate was 42.62 percent. 
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The rating scale ranged from five, indicating 
"extremely important," to one, indicating "not important." 
Means were calculated for each potential indicator, first by 
the combined response of all three groups, and then by each 
group. Means were compared for between group differences by 
analysis of variance. Of the 58 proposed indicators, 25 had 
an apparent significant difference in mean importance 
ratings between groups. However, when the mean scores were 
used to develop ranks, there was considerable agreement 
among mean scores of the three groups on relative importance 
of indicators in the fourth and first quartiles. Agreement 
tended to be more dispersed in the second and third quar¬ 
tiles, with mean scores showing more commonalities between 
pairs of groups, than among all three groups. 
No indicator was rated below 2.448, which placed it on 
the scale between three, "important," and two, "slightly 
important." Staff had a tendency to rate each indicator 
slightly higher in mean importance than did key volunteers 
or participants. 
Factor analysis revealed six factors which were related 
to Bennett's Hierarchy, an evaluation model used nationally 
by Cooperative Extension and on which the survey instrument 
was organized. Listed below are the factors, with Bennett's 
levels in parentheses: 
1. information delivery/communication process (acti¬ 
vities) . . 
2. people involvement (people involvement) 
3. end results (end results) 
4. organizational reputation (reactions) 
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5. knowledge, attitudes, skills and aspirations 
(KASA) 
6. personal characteristics of staff (inputs) 
Limitations Imposed by the nai-a 
Based on the findings in this study, certain conclu¬ 
sions may be drawn. However, certain factors should be 
considered in interpreting the results. 
First, the study population was drawn primarily from 
one state, and one Cooperative Extension system. Generali¬ 
zations to other state systems should be made with caution. 
Second, the response rate for users was low, although 
efforts were made to make this population sample as repre¬ 
sentative and responsive of current participants or users of 
Cooperative Extension in Massachusetts as possible. The 
response rate was, however, consistent with other similar 
studies where the topic was not highly salient to the poten¬ 
tial respondents. 
Third, the key volunteers in this study were a specific 
subset of all Cooperative Extension volunteers in the 
Commonwealth. Their designation as members of a county 
Cooperative Extension Board of Trustees, operating under the 
General Laws of the Commonwealth, may have influenced their 
perceptions differently than other volunteers in the Cooper¬ 
ative Extension system. 
Fourth, only limited analysis was made of such vari¬ 
ables as frequency of contact and association with a 
particular program area on the respondents' perception of 
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importance of the indicator. This was due in part to the 
size of the sample. There may be some differences dependent 
on these variables. 
Conclusions 
From the study results, which are reported in detail in 
Chapters III and IV, the following conclusions are drawn, in 
relation to the three specific questions addressed in this 
study. 
Question 1: How can indicators of quality in non- 
formal adult education be identified or developed? Can a 
method be developed that is not overly complicated, with the 
potential for use bv other adult educators? The multi-part 
method of interviews, use of expert judges, and comparison 
with the literature, is a workable method of developing or 
identifying indicators of quality in non-formal education. 
The interview component allows for early, direct, and indi¬ 
vidualized input, which is then refined through use of 
expert judges and comparison of the indicators to the liter¬ 
ature. No special materials are needed. Only a moderate 
amount of time is needed for this process. Individual 
interviews are not complicated, since they are limited to 
one question. The recommended technique for group inter¬ 
views, the Nominal Group Process, is easily learned, and is 
easily conducted. A small, but specific body of knowledge 
on such indicators is now available for comparison in future 
studies. Finally, the method employed is grounded in the 
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theories and concepts of social indicators, providing con¬ 
siderable credibility. 
Question 2: What are indicators of quality in non- 
formal adult education as perceived bv participants, staff. 
and key volunteers in an adult education program? From this 
study, it can be concluded that 56 of the 58 potential 
indicators are considered important to extremely important 
indicators of quality by the respondents in this study. The 
indicators rated most important based on combined mean 
scores, and which comprised the upper quartile, in order of 
importance were: 
- Staff are competent in their technical area of 
expertise 
- Information is accurate and reliable 
- Information is current 
- Staff have good communication skills 
- Answers to questions are understandable 
- Programs are designed to meet the needs of people 
- Staff clearly explain ideas and concepts 
- People gain new knowledge as a result of the program 
- Program is credible 
- Staff are creative and resourceful 
- Questions are handled in a timely manner 
- Clientele receive value 
- Staff are effective teachers 
- Staff strive for excellence 
- Cooperative Extension addresses problems of real 
concern 
The indicators in the top quartile cover all aspects of 
Cooperative Extension, from which it may be concluded that 
indicators of quality for the respondents in this study 
centered on the technical expertise of the staff and the way 
in which information is delivered. Programs that meet the 
needs of people and that are of real concern, coupled with 
value received, are also of major importance. 
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Question 3: To what extent do participants, staff, and 
key volunteers agree or disagree on indicators of quality 
for an adult education program? It can be concluded that, 
although there is some difference between the three groups 
on the degree of importance of certain items as indicators 
of quality based on mean scores, the same indicators are 
perceived of similar importance when rank ordered by their 
mean scores. The agreement on relative importance is most 
apparent in the upper and lower quartiles, with 60 to 66 
percent agreement among the three groups of respondents. 
The second and third quartiles show much more variability, 
with agreement on overall placement more likely to occur 
between pairs of respondent groups. 
Although there is a high degree of agreement among the 
mean scores of all three groups of the indicators in both 
the upper (60%) and lower (66%) quartiles, certain indica¬ 
tors in the upper quartile are related to the indicators in 
the lower quartile. For example, the highest ranked indi¬ 
cator, "Staff are competent in their technical area of 
expertise," is not unrelated to "Staff have good academic 
credentials." Although both call for judgments, it appears 
that more importance is placed on the observable behavior 
(technical competence), then the less visible academic 
credentials. 
A major purpose of the study was to attempt to develop 
an operational definition of quality as it applied to non- 
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formal adult education. Based on the nine indicators in the 
upper quartile, the following definition is offered: 
"Technically competent staff clearly and skill¬ 
fully and in a timely manner, communicate ideas 
concepts and understandable answers to questions 
based on current, accurate and reliable informa-' 
tion via credible programs that meet the needs of 
people." 
It is further concluded that "user-friendly" could be 
considered a shorthand version of an operational definition 
of quality in non-formal adult education. The focus on 
clientele is consistent with Guaspari’s (1985) conclusion 
that customers know quality when they see it, but it is the 
organization's responsibility to set the standards to meet 
those expectations. 
Recommendations 
Several recommendations are made for further research, 
as well as for application of the findings and conclusions 
to the operation of Cooperative Extension. 
First, the 58 indicators identified in this study 
should be assessed for importance by specific groups asso¬ 
ciated with Cooperative Extension to determine if group 
membership influences the way in which they view the impor¬ 
tance of the indicators. Among these groups are: 
Members of the University community, such as department 
chairmen within the College of Food and Natural Resources, 
and similar departments in Colleges of Agriculture and Home 
Economics at other land grant institutions in the United 
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a research States play a major role in providing support and 
base for Cooperative Extension programs. It would be useful 
to know what they perceive as indicating quality in Coopera¬ 
tive Extension. Do faculty who hold appointments as Exten¬ 
sion specialists differ in their perception of quality from 
those faculty who are not Extension specialists? 
The inability to judge the relative worth of faculty 
involvement with Cooperative Extension assignments causes 
difficulties when faculty members are reviewed for promotion 
and tenure. Knowing what department chairs and faculty 
think, are important dimensions of Cooperative Extension 
work may contribute to a mitigation of this problem. 
Deans of Colleges of Agriculture and Home Economics and 
campus administrators such as Vice Presidents or Chancellors 
for Agriculture or University Extension, and University 
Presidents are major stakeholders relative to Cooperative 
Extension. An understanding of what they consider as qual¬ 
ity would enable Cooperative Extension administrators to 
strengthen programs and other efforts to better match campus 
expectations. 
Another major group of stakeholders are members of 
state legislatures, which provide from 30 to 70 percent of 
Cooperative Extension funding. If Cooperative Extension 
better understood what legislators think determines quality 
in Cooperative Extension, they could improve both programs 
and reporting systems, as well as narrative requests for 
funding. 
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Further, more specific study of users or participants 
should be undertaken to determine if there are major dif¬ 
ferences among users of specific programs or services. For 
example, all participants attending a particular series of 
topical workshops could constitute a study population. 
Further, as Cooperative Extension redirects its programming 
to new audiences, such as recent immigrants, participants in 
Employment Training programs, and limited income urban 
sudisncss, an effort should be made to assess their expec¬ 
tations of quality. It may be that different value systems 
arising from more diverse cultural and economic patterns may 
influence clientele expectations of quality. Based on 
general information about current staff, key volunteers and 
clientele on mailings lists, it may be assumed that there is 
more commonality of values relating to education than dif¬ 
ferences . 
Finally, this study should be tried in other states 
using similar populations in order to continue to refine a 
baseline of indicators. 
Second, the methodology employed in this study should 
be extended to other non-formal adult education systems. 
These include adult education programs in high schools, 
community colleges and universities. A variation on this 
would be to use the same instrument, substituting the name 
of the program for the term Cooperative Extension. 
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Third, the same methodology should be tested with those 
formal adult education systems, particularly credit continu¬ 
ing education in community colleges and universities. 
Fourth, the indicators in this study should be used to 
actually assess the quality of a non-formal adult education 
system, such as Cooperative Extension. For example, the 
impressions of participants who are relatively new to 
Cooperative Extension could be compared to frequent users on 
the actual quality of specific programs and services. It is 
recommended that such a study be limited to very defined 
populations who have common experiences with Cooperative 
Extension, in terms of types of program content and deli¬ 
very. 
Another application of this study should be to use the 
indicators as the basis for a Cooperative Extension program 
review modeled after the higher education accreditation 
process. For example, documentation or evidence for each 
indicator should be assembled, i.e., academic credentials 
and performance evaluations could be examined to assess 
staff competencies; clientele evaluations reviewed for end 
results; rosters of advisory boards studied for clientele 
participation; etc. A team consisting of two to three 
knowledgeable users, several key volunteers and staff from 
other Cooperative Extension systems should then review the 
assembled documentation to make an assessment of the level 
of quality. 
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Staff should apply the indicators in the top quartile 
as a self-assessment tool to monitor their current and 
future program activities, as well as their own competen¬ 
cies. Extension administrators should review the top 15 
indicators as possible measures when considering staff 
promotions, as well as when changes in programs such as 
expansion or termination are under consideration. 
Extension administrators should undertake discussions 
and dialogue on quality with key volunteers at their monthly 
meetings to further explore the top quartile of indicators 
and to develop more concrete measures of evidence for each 
indicator. 
With the emphasis placed on information delivery and 
communication processes by all groups, Cooperative Extension 
should devote increased attention to program methodology. 
Are staff effective teachers and skillful communicators? 
Skilled observation of actual program delivery techniques 
should be increased, and should be combined with staff 
development activities such as introduction to Extension 
Education, theories and styles of adult learning, use of 
educational technology and instructional design. Staff 
should be hired with and expected to maintain competencies 
in various program delivery modes. 
With the emphasis clientele place on information deli¬ 
very and knowledge gain, rather than behavior change or 
specific outcomes of Extension programs, some consideration 
should be given to the focus of summative evaluations. 
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Recently, these have addressed specific behavior changes or 
impacts that can be attributed to the Extension programs. 
It may be that if clientele participate in Cooperative 
Extension programs and activities for information or 
knowledge, they may or may not have a specific application 
of that information or knowledge in mind. This is an area 
that needs further exploration. 
Since the mean score of users for the indicator "staff 
have good academic credentials" placed it 51st, while the 
mean score of same group placed "staff are competent in 
their technical area of expertise" first, the concepts of 
staffing with trained paraprofessionals and master volun¬ 
teers may be more widely accepted by clientele than 
Cooperative Extension realizes. This may be a case where 
clientele recognize quality, yet are not aware that the 
individuals who answer their questions or conduct programs, 
while technically competent because of experience and inten¬ 
sive training by Cooperative Extension, often do not have 
academic degrees. This should be an area for further 
exploration to test this hypothesis. 
Finally, Cooperative Extension needs to foster the 
concept advanced by Guaspari (1985), that quality is every¬ 
one's job, and management's responsibility by listening to 
clientele and key volunteers, and translating their expecta¬ 
tions for quality into standards, support and reward systems 
for the entire organization. 
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APPENDIX A 
LIST OF EXPERT JUDGES 
139 
LIST OF EXPERT JUDGES 
Duane D. Dale, Ed.D. 
State Specialist in Community Resource Development 
Cooperative Extension 
University of Massachusetts 
Amherst, MA 
Thomas Patterson, Ph.D. 
Chair, Department of Vocational and Extension Education 
University of Vermont 
Burlington, VT 
Charles Yergatian, M.S., A.B.D. 
Director, Suburban Experiment Station and Extension Center 
University of Massachusetts 
Waltham, MA 
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INSTRUMENT AND LETTER TO USERS 
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HOW IMPORTANT ARE THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS IN MEASURING THE 
QUALITY OF COOPERATIVE EXTENSION PROGRAMS? (For each 
statement, please circle the number to the right that best 
represents your opinion.) 
5 - EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 
4 - VERY IMPORTANT 
3 - IMPORTANT 
2 - SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 
1 - NOT IMPORTANT 
DK - DON'T KNOW or NO OPINION 
EXTREMELY NOT 
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT 
1. Staff are competent in their 
technical area of expertise... 5 4 
2. Staff have good academic 
credentials.5 4 
3. Staff are dynamic and 
enthusiastic.5 4 
4. Staff are creative and 
resourceful.5 4 
5. Staff are empathetic and 
caring.5 4 
6. Staff put clientele first.5 4 
7. Staff are effective teachers...5 4 
8. Staff have good communication 
skills.5 4 
9. Staff strive for excellence.... 5 4 
10. Staff provide leadership to 
solve problems.5 4 
11. Program has a good reputation..5 4 
12. Program is credible.5 4 
13. Clientele receive value.5 4 
14. Publications and materials are 
professional in appearance... 5 4 
15. Program is adequately funded...5 4 
16. Program meets recognized 
17 . 
standards.. 
Information is current. . .5 
4 
4 
18 . Information is based on 
. .5 4 
19. Information is accurate and 
. .5 4 
20. Staff clearly explain ideas 
and concepts. 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
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HOW IMPORTANT ARE THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS IN MEASURING THF 
QUALITY OF COOPERATIVE EXTENSION PROGRAMS? (For each 
statement please circle the number to the right that best 
represents your opinion.) 
EXTREMELY NOT 
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT 
21. Programs carry out mission of 
Cooperative Extension.5 
22. Learners are able to try what’s 
being taught.5 
23. Learners assist in planning 
programs.. 
24. Clientele participate in 
evaluating programs.5 
25. Goals and objectives of the 
program are stated clearly....5 
4 3 2 1 dk 
4 3 2 1 dk 
4 3 2 1 DK 
4 3 2 1 DK 
4 3 2 1 DK 
26. Goals and objectives of the 
program are stated in advance.5 4 3 
27. Staff and clientele jointly 
decide goals and objectives ... 5 4 3 
28. Activities suit the topic 5 4 3 
29. Activities suit the audience...5 4 3 
30. Programs address important 
problems or issues.5 4 3 
2 1 DK 
2 1 DK 
2 1 DK 
2 1 DK 
2 1 DK 
31. Audiences participate actively.5 4 
32. Program builds on participants’ 
experience and expertise.5 4 
33. Programs are designed to meet 
the needs of people.5 4 
34. Local people assist in directing 
the program.5 4 
35. There is an active advisory 
boar .5 4 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
36. The advisory board is represent¬ 
ative of the community.5 4 
37. Learners feel involved.5 4 
38. Community leaders are involved 
in developing programs.5 4 
39. Community leaders assist in 
delivering programs.5 4 
40. Participants receive personal 
attention.5 4 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
41. Participants are positive about 
the program. 3 2 1 DK 
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HOW IMPORTANT ARE THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS IN MEASURING THE 
QUALITY OF COOPERATIVE EXTENSION PROGRAMS? (For each 
statement, please circle the number to the right that best 
represents your opinion.) 
EXTREMELY NOT 
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT 
42. Program has the respect of 
community leaders.5 4 
43. Unsolicted feedback from 
participants is welcome.5 4 
44. Questions are handled in a 
timely manner.5 4 
45. Answers to questions are 
understandable.5 4 
46. Participants often attend other 
Cooperative Extension programs.5 4 
47. People change attitudes as a 
result of the program.5 4 
48. People gain new knowledge as a 
result of the program.5 4 
49. People report that they have 
learned something that they 
intend to use later.5 4 
50. People learn a new skill.5 4 
51. Participants use the knowledge 
or skills gained.5 4 
52. People change behavior as a 
result of the program.5 4 
53. Cooperative Extension addresses 
problems of real concern.5 4 
54. Participants feel confident in 
skills learned.5 4 
55. Quality of life for individuals 
and families improves as a 
result of Extension.5 4 
56. Quality of life in communities 
improves as a result of 
Cooperative Extension. 
57. Personal or business financial 
status improves as a result of 
Cooperative Extension. 
58. Cooperative Extension programs 
have positive social and/or 
economic consequences. 
3 2 1 
3 2 1 
3 2 1 
3 2 1 
3 2 1 
3 2 1 
3 2 1 
3 2 1 
3 2 1 
3 2 1 
3 2 1 
3 2 1 
3 2 1 
3 2 1 
3 2 1 
3 2 1 
3 2 1 
DK 
DK 
DK 
DK 
DK 
DK 
DK 
DK 
DK 
DK 
DK 
DK 
DK 
DK 
DK 
DK 
DK 
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B. 
C. 
u?^F^QUENTLY W0ULD Y0U estimate that you have contact 
WITH COOPERATIVE EXTENSION? (phone, mail, meetings 
etc-' Please circle only onp>. 
1. less than once a month 
2. once a month 
3. two - five times a month 
4. more than five times a month 
HOW LONG DO YOU ESTIMATE THAT YOU HAVE USED COOPERATIVE 
EXTENSION PROGRAMS OR SERVICES? (publications, 
meetings, consultation by phone, etc.) Please’circl p 
only one. - 
1. less than one year 
2. 1-2 years 
3. 3-5 years 
4. 6-10 years 
5. 11 - 20 years 
6. more than 20 years 
D. FROM WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING DEPARTMENTS ARE YOU MOST 
LIKELY TO RECEIVE INFORMATION AND PROGRAM 
ANNOUNCEMENTS? Please circle only one. 
1. Agriculture 
2. Home Economics 
3. 4-H 
4. Community Developement/Natural Resources 
5. Expanded Food and Nutrition Program 
(EFNEP) 
E WHAT IS YOUR ZIP CODE? _ 
====================THANK YOU VERY MUCH 
All replies will be kept confidential. 
Please return in the enclosed postage paid envelope 
by November 15, 1988 
Trish C. Sacks, Program Director 
Cooperative Extension, 216 Stockbridge Hall 
University of Massachusetts, Amherst, MA 01003-0099 
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October 28, 1988 
Dear User of Cooperative Extension, 
« . ^aj~itY ls often used as the main point in advertising 
by both large and small businesses. You can certainly think 
of advertising that suggests that you choose a product based 
on quality. Quality is also a word we hear quite frequently 
when discussing our children's schooling. 
Cooperative Extension is also concerned about quality. 
We hope that as a user of Cooperative Extension, you will' 
take part in a study to help us better understand quality as 
it relates to Cooperative Extension. 
The purpose of the study is to better define proposed 
criteria or indicators of quality. We are asking for your 
opinion of how important each indicator is in determining 
the quality of Cooperative Extension programs. 
Please, do not rate an Extension program(s). This 
study is an attempt to develop a list that in the future 
could be used to evaluate programs, in order that we could 
improve and strengthen them. In looking at the list, the 
- question to consider is: "How important is this item in 
measuring the quality of Cooperative Extension programs?" 
Because you have participated in a program, subscribed 
to a newsletter, or used other services offered by 
Cooperative Extension, your opinion will be extremely 
valuable to the study. 
Thank you for taking time to participate in this study. 
Please return the study in the postage paid envelope by 
November 15, 1988. The number on the form is for tabulation 
purposes only; in no way will your name be identified with 
the survey, and all responses will be treated with total 
confidence. All data will be combined prior to analysis. 
Cordially, 
Trish C. Sacks 
Program Director 
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HOW IMPORTANT ARE THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS 
QUALITY OF COOPERATIVE EXTENSION PROGRAMS? 
statement, please circle the number to the 
represents your opinion.) 
5 - EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 
4 - VERY IMPORTANT 
3 - IMPORTANT 
2 - SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 
1 - NOT IMPORTANT 
DK - DON'T KNOW or NO OPINION 
EXTREMELY 
IMPORTANT 
I 
I _ 
1. Staff are competent in their 
technical area of expertise... 5 4 
2. Staff have good academic 
credentials.5 4 
3. Staff are dynamic and 
enthusiastic.5 4 
4. Staff are creative and 
resourceful.5 4 
5. Staff are empathetic and 
caring.5 4 
6. Staff put clientele first.5 4 
7. Staff are effective teachers...5 4 
8. Staff have good communication 
skills.5 4 
9. Staff strive for excellence.... 5 4 
10. Staff provide leadership to 
solve problems.5 4 
11. Program has a good reputation..5 4 
12. Program is credible.5 4 
13. Clientele receive value.5 4 
14. Publications and materials are 
professional in appearance ... 5 4 
15. Program is adequately funded...5 4 
16. Program meets recognized 
standards.5 4 
17. Information is current.5 4 
18. Information is based on 
research.5 4 
19. Information is accurate and 
reliable.5 4 
20. Staff clearly explain ideas 
and concepts.5 4 
IN MEASURING THE 
(For each 
right that best 
NOT 
IMPORTANT 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 . DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
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HOW IMPORTANT ARE THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS 
QUALITY OF COOPERATIVE EXTENSION PROGRAMS? 
statement please circle the number to the 
represents your opinion.) 
IN MEASURING THE 
(For each 
right that best 
EXTREMELY 
IMPORTANT 
I 
I _ 
21. Programs carry out mission of 
Cooperative Extension.5 4 
22. Learners are able to try what's 
being taught.5 4 
23. Learners assist in planning 
programs.5 4 
24. Clientele participate in 
evaluating programs.5 4 
25. Goals and objectives of the 
program are stated clearly....5 4 
26. Goals and objectives of the 
program are stated in advance.5 4 
27. Staff and clientele jointly 
decide goals and objectives...5 4 
28. Activities suit the topic.5 4 
29. Activities suit the audience...5 4 
30. Programs address important 
problems or issues.5 4 
31. Audiences participate actively.5 4 
32. Program builds on participants' 
experience and expertise.5 4 
33. Programs are designed to meet 
the needs of people.5 4 
34. Local people assist in directing 
the program.5 4 
35. There is an active advisory 
boar .5 4 
36. The advisory board is represent¬ 
ative of the community.5 4 
37. Learners feel involved.5 4 
38. Community leaders are involved 
in developing programs.5 4 
39. Community leaders assist in 
delivering programs.5 4 
40. Participants receive personal 
attention.5 4 
41. Participants are positive about 
the program. 
NOT 
IMPORTANT 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
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HOW IMPORTANT ARE THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS IN m 
QUALITY OF COOPERATIVE EXTENSION PROGRAMS? For each ™E 
statement, please circle the number to the right that he.r 
represents your opinion.) * hat best 
EXTREMELY NOT 
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT 
42. 
43. 
44. 
45. 
46. 
*47 . 
48. 
49. 
50. 
51. 
52. 
53. 
54. 
55. 
56. 
57 . 
58. 
Program has the respect of 
community leaders. 5 
Unsolicted feedback from 
participants is welcome.5 
Questions are handled in a 
timely manner.5 
Answers to questions are 
understandable.5 
Participants often attend other 
Cooperative Extension programs.5 4 3 
People change attitudes as a 
result of the program.5 4 3 
People gain new knowledge as a 
result of the program.5 4 3 
People report that they have 
learned something that they 
intend to use later.5 4 3 
People learn a new skill.5 4 3 
Participants use the knowledge 
or skills gained.5 4 3 
People change behavior as a 
result of the program.5 4 3 
Cooperative Extension addresses 
problems of real concern.5 4 3 
Participants feel confident in 
skills learned.5 4 3 
Quality of life for individuals 
and families improves as a 
result of Extension.5 4 3 
Quality of life in communities 
improves as a result of 
Cooperative Extension.5 4 3 
Personal or business financial 
status improves as a result of 
Cooperative Extension.5 4 3 
Cooperative Extension programs 
have positive social and/or 
economic consequences.5 4 3 
4 3 
4 3 
4 3 
4 3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 DK 
1 DK 
1 DK 
1 DK 
1 DK 
1 DK 
1 DK 
1 DK 
1 DK 
1 DK 
1 DK 
1 DK 
1 QK 
1 DK 
1 DK 
1 DK 
1 DK 
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B. 
C. 
D. 
HOW FREQUENTLY WOULD YOU ESTIMATE THAT Ynn uavp „ 
WITH COOPERATIVE EXTENSION? (phone 
e^c*) Please circle only onp 9 ' 
1. less than once a month 
2. once a month 
3. two - five times a month 
4. more than five times a month 
00 Y0u ESTIMATE THAT YOU HAVE USED COOPERATTVF 
EXTENSION PROGRAMS OR SERVICES? (publications IVE 
meetings, consultation by phone, etc.) Please'ri mi 0 
1. less than one year 
2. 1-2 years 
3. 3-5 years 
4. 6-10 years 
5. 11 - 20 years 
6. more than 20 years 
FROM WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING DEPARTMENTS ARE YOU MOST 
LIKELY TO RECEIVE INFORMATION AND PROGRAM 
ANNOUNCEMENTS? Please circle only one. 
1. Agriculture 
2. Home Economics 
3. 4-H 
4. Community Developement/Natural Resources 
5. Expanded Food and Nutrition Program 
(EFNEP) 
E. WHAT IS YOUR ZIP CODE? 
=========================THANK YOU VERY MUCH=============== 
All replies will be kept confidential. 
Please return in the enclosed postage paid envelope 
by November 15, 1988 
Trish C. Sacks, Program Director 
Cooperative Extension, 216 Stockbridge Hall 
University of Massachusetts, Amherst, MA 01003-0099 
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October 28, 1938 
Dear Trustee, 
h u0?rr^ jften used as the main point in advertisina 
of advertisina&thafma^1 businesses. You can certainly think 
* advertising that su99ests that you choose a product based 
n quality. Quality is also a word we hear quite frequently 
when discussing our children’s schooling. * ently 
Cooperative Extension is also concerned about 
We hope that as a user of Cooperative Extension, 
take part in a study to help us better understand 
it*relates to Cooperative Extension. 
quality 
you will 
quality as 
The purpose of the study is to better define proposed 
cri ena or indicators of quality. We are asking for your 
opinion of how important each indicator is in determining 
the quality of Cooperative Extension programs. 
Please, do not rate an Extension program(s). This 
study is an attempt to develop a list that in the future 
could be used to evaluate programs, in order that we could 
improve and strengthen them. In looking at the list, the 
question to consider is: "How important is this item in 
measuring the quality of Cooperative Extension programs?" 
Your opinion as a current or former member of the Board 
of Trustees will be extremely valuable to the study. 
Thank you for taking time to participate in this study. 
Please return the study in the postage paid envelope by 
November 15, 1988. The number on the form is for tabulation 
purposes only; in no way will your name be identified with 
the survey, and all responses will be treated with total 
confidence. All data will be combined prior to analysis. 
Cordially, 
Trish C. Sacks 
Program Director 
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HOW IMPORTANT ARE THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS IN MFActidtm^ 
QUALITY OF COOPERATIVE EXTENSION PROGRAMS? (ForeacJ 
statement, please circle the number to the riaht thar k 
represents your opinion.) 5 that best 
5 - EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 
4 - VERY IMPORTANT 
3 - IMPORTANT 
2 - SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 
1 - NOT IMPORTANT 
DK - DON'T KNOW or NO OPINION 
EXTREMELY 
IMPORTANT 
1. Staff are competent in their 
technical area of expertise... 5 4 
2. Staff have good academic 
credentials.. 4 
3. Staff are dynamic and 
enthusiastic.5 4 
4. Staff are creative and 
resourceful.5 4 
5. Staff are empathetic and 
caring.5 4 
6. Staff put clientele first.5 4 
7. Staff are effective teachers...5 4 
8. Staff have good communication 
skills.5 4 
9. Staff strive for excellence.... 5 4 
10. Staff provide leadership to 
solve problems.5 4 
11. Program has a good reputation..5 4 
12. Program is credible.5 4 
13. Clientele receive value.5 4 
14. Publications and materials are 
professional in appearance... 5 4 
15. Program is adequately funded...5 4 
16. Program meets recognized 
standards.5 4 
17. Information is current.5 4 
18. Information is based on 
research.5 4 
19. Information is accurate and 
reliable.5 4 
20. Staff clearly explain ideas 
and concepts.5 4 
NOT 
IMPORTANT 
I 
_I 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
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HOW IMPORTANT ARE THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS 
QUALITY OF COOPERATIVE EXTENSION PROGRAMS? 
statement please circle the number to the 
represents your opinion.) 
IN MEASURING THE 
(For each 
right that best 
EXTREMELY NOT 
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT 
I_ i 
21. Programs carry out mission of 
Cooperative Extension.5 4 
22. Learners are able to try what's 
being taught.. 4 
23. Learners assist in planning 
programs.. 4 
24. Clientele participate in 
evaluating programs.5 4 
25. Goals and objectives of the 
program are stated clearly....5 4 
26. Goals and objectives of the 
program are stated in advance.5 4 
27. Staff and clientele jointly 
decide goals and objectives...5 4 
28. Activities suit the topic.5 4 
29. Activities suit the audience...5 4 
30. Programs address important 
problems or issues.5 4 
3 2 1 dk 
3 2 1 dk 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
31. Audiences participate actively.5 4 
32. Program builds on participants' 
experience and expertise.5 4 
33. Programs are designed to meet 
the needs of people.5 4 
34. Local people assist in directing 
the program.5 4 
35. There is an active advisory 
boar .5 4 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
36. The advisory board is represent¬ 
ative of the community.5 4 
37. Learners feel involved.5 4 
38. Community leaders are involved 
in developing programs.5 4 
39. Community leaders assist in 
delivering programs.5 4 
40. Participants receive personal 
attention.5 4 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
41. Participants are positive about 
the program. 3 2 1 DK 
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HOW IMPORTANT ARE THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS 
QUALITY OF COOPERATIVE EXTENSION PROGRAMS? 
statement, please circle the number to the 
represents your opinion.) 
IN MEASURING THE 
(For each 
right that best 
42. 
43. 
44. 
45. 
46. 
47. 
48. 
49. 
50. 
51. 
52. 
53. 
54. 
55. 
56. 
57 . 
58 . 
EXTREMELY 
IMPORTANT 
I 
I _ 
Program has the respect of 
community leaders.5 4 
Unsolicted feedback from 
participants is welcome.5 4 
Questions are handled in a 
timely manner.5 4 
Answers to questions are 
understandable.5 4 
Participants often attend other 
Cooperative Extension programs.5 4 
People change attitudes as a 
result of the program.5 4 
People gain new knowledge as a 
result of the program.5 4 
People report that they have 
learned something that they 
intend to use later.5 4 
People learn a new skill.5 4 
Participants use the knowledge 
or skills gained.5 4 
People change behavior as a 
result of the program.5 4 
Cooperative Extension addresses 
problems of real concern.5 4 
Participants feel confident in 
skills learned.5 4 
Quality of life for individuals 
and families improves as a 
result of Extension.5 4 
Quality of life in communities 
improves as a result of 
Cooperative Extension.5 4 
Personal or business financial 
status improves as a result of 
Cooperative Extension.5 4 
Cooperative Extension programs 
have positive social and/or 
economic consequences.5 4 
NOT 
IMPORTANT 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
3 2 1 DK 
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B. 
C . 
e$tfh^„HtVE you been employed by cooperative 
Massachusetts and in 
1* l©ss than one year 
2. 1 - 2 years 
3. 3 - 5 years 
4. 6 - 10 years 
5. 11 - 20 years 
6. more than 20 years 
III0LT0 "priority INITIATIVE PROGRAMMING," in which 
QM PROGRAM AREA HAVE YOU DONE MOST OF YOUR WORK’ 
Please circle only nnp 
1- Agriculture 
2. Home Economics 
3. 4-H 
4. CRD/NR 
5. EFNEP 
D. IN WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING 
ACADEMIC DEGREE BEST FIT? 
CATEGORIES DOES YOUR HIGHEST 
Please circle only one. 
1. Agriculture 
2. Home Economics 
3. Education 
4. Social Sciences 
5. Natural Sciences 
6. Business 
7. Humanities 
8. Other 
=================THANK YOU VERY MUCH=================== 
All replies will be kept confidential. 
Please return in the enclosed postage paid envelope 
by November 15, 1988 
Trish C. Sacks, Program Director 
Cooperative Extension, 216 Stockbridge Hall 
University of Massachusetts, Amherst, MA 01003-0099 
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October 28, 1988 
Dear Colleague, 
Quality is often used as the main point in advprHcinn 
by both large and small businesses. You can ce^tainiv 
of advertising that suggests that you choc" a product based 
n quality. Quality is also a word we hear quite frequently 
when discussing our children's schooling. equently 
Cooperative Extension is also concerned about quality. 
We hope that as a member of the Cooperative Extension staff, 
you wiH take part in a study to help us better understand 
quality as it relates to Cooperative Extension. 
The purpose of the study is to better define proposed 
criteria or indicators of quality. We are asking for your 
opinion of how important each indicator is in determining 
the quality of Cooperative Extension programs. 
Please, do not rate an Extension program(s). This 
study is an attempt to develop a list that in the future 
could be used to evaluate programs, in order that we could 
improve and strengthen them. In looking at the list, the 
question to consider is: "How important is this item in 
measuring the quality of Cooperative Extension programs?" 
Your opinion as a professional staff member will be 
extremely valuable to the study. 
Thank you for taking time to participate in this study. 
Please return the study in the postage paid envelope by 
November 15, 1988. The number on the form is for tabulation 
purposes only; in no way will your name be identified with 
the survey, and all responses will be treated with total 
confidence. All data will be combined prior to analysis. 
Cordially, 
Trish C. Sacks 
Program Director 
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November 17, 1988 
Several weeks ago a questionnaire seeking your opinion on 
aspects of quality in Cooperative Extension was mailed to 
you Your name was drawn in a random sample from Extension 
llStS; If you have already completed and returned 
the survey, please accept my sincere thanks. 
If not, this 
Your opinion 
opinions of 
brief note is to request your participation, 
is very important if the results are to reflect 
those who use Cooperative Extension. 
The survey takes less than 12 minutes to complete and the 
deadline has been extended to November 25. I look forward 
to your reply. 
Cordially 
Program Director 
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